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MEMORANDUM. 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Winslow  took  no  part  in  the  ilecieioti  ot  tne  ( 
reported  in  this  volume  except  the  cases  of  Jeffery  v.  Chicago  &  M.  K  R, 
Co,  (page  1)  and  State  ex  ret,  B<uhJord  v,  Frear  (page  536)  and  those  < 
which  are  reported  on  pages  179  to  367  inclusive. 


•  ERRATA, 
Vol.  137. 
Page  147.    After  line  4  insert:  Kerwiv,  J.,  took  no  part 
''    147,  line  20.    For  contemplated,  read  completed. 
''    694,  last  line.    Same  oorrectioa 


TABLE 


OF 


CASES  REPORTED. 


Addman,  WiU  of : Flaherty  v.  Adelman '•..  120 

Wills:  TrostB:  Devise  of  rents  and  piofite:  Futare  eetatee:  Per- 
petuitiefl. 

Allen  V.  Framley. . .  1 295 

Action:  Sarvival:  Revival  after  death  of  party:  Equity:  Discre- 
tion: NeoeBBity:  Limitation  of  actions:  Laches. 

* 

Bashford,  State  ex  rel.,  v.  Frear 536 

Bates  V.  Winters 673 

Deeds:  Delivery. 

Berandk,  Severa  v 144 

Board  of  Trustees,  Policemen's  Pension  Fund,  State  ex 

rel.  McManus  v. 133 

Board  of  Trustees,  Wis.  Veterans'  Home,  Smith  v 628 

Boring  v.  Oft 260 

Judgment  obtained  by  perjury:  Bestraining  enforcement:  Degree 
of  proof  required. 

Bovina,  Town  of,  Curtiss  v 660 

Bratz  V.  Stark 599 

Negligence:  Fires:  Evidence:  Special  verdict:  Omissions:  Waiver. 

Brooks,  State  v 560 

Buckstaff'Edwards  Co.,  Bankel  v 442 

Cayouette,  Oconto  Brewing  Co.  v 664 

Chandos,  Appeal  of:  Remington  Drainage  District 621 

Chase  v.  Woodruff 641 

Appeal:  Former  decision:  Law  ol  the  case:  Witnesses:  Ck)mpe- 
tency:  Transactions  with  persons  since  deceased:  Striking  out 
testimony:  Estoppel:  Instructions  to  jury:  Harmless  errors. 


vi  CASES  REPORTED.  [138 

Chicago  Brass  Co.,  Tezick  v 342 

Chicago  Fire  Brick  Co.,  Baulf  v 126 

Chicago  &  Milwaukee  Electric  B.  Co.,  Jeffery  v 1 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  Si.  Paul  B.  Co.,  Kiley  v 215 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  8t  Paul  B.  Co.,  Sarles  v 498 

Chicago  dk  Northwestern  B.  Co.,  Meo  v 340 

Collins,  Pauly  Jail  Building  dk  Manufacturing  Co.  v 494 

Copper  Biver  Land  Co.,  Western  lAme  &  CCo.v 404 

Cotzhausen  v.  Dick 127 

•;   Drains:    Special  assessment:    Bestrainini;  collection:    Equity: 
Laches.  ^  ^ 

Curtiss  V.  Town  of  Bovina. . .  • 660 

Highways:  Bridge  built  by  private  individuals:  Adoption  by 
town:  Injuries  from  defects. 

Czeru)inski,  Piotrowski  v •  396 

Day's  Appeal:  Kissinger  v.  Zieger 368 

Dexter  v.  Witte 74 

(1)  Pleading:  Amendment  (2,  8)  Wills:  When  deed  held  tes- 
tamentary: Delivery. 

Dick,  Cotzhausen  v 127 

Donahue,  Qoetzinger  v 103 

Duffy  V.  Badke 38 

Witnesses:  Impeachment:  Motion  for  new  trial:  Questions  raised: 
Excessive  damages. 

EUinger  v.  Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society 390 

Discovery:  Examination  of  adverse  party  before  issue  Joined:  Dis- 
cretion: Unnecessary  examination:  Life  insurance:  Apportion- 
ment of  surplus,  etc    to  semi-tontine  policy:  Pleading. 

Ellis  V.  State 513 

Criminal  law:  Receiving  deposits  in  insolvent  bank:  Statute  con- 
strued: Deposit  of  check  as  money:  Indictment:  Officer  of  bank 
receiving  deposit:  What  constitutes  a  deposit:  Deposit  by  debtor 
of  bank:  Insolvency:  Evidence:  Value  of  assets:  Belevancy:  Bep- 
utatlon  as  to  financial  standing:  Presumption  as  to  continuance 
of  condition:  How  far  retroactive:  'Unsafe  or  insolvent.'* 


WisO  CASES  REPORTED.  vii 

Elmergreen  v.  Weimer 112 

Corporations:  Action,  when  may  be  brought  by  stockholder:  Nec- 
essary parties:  Pleading:  Dissolution  of  corporation:  Continu- 
ance for  bringing  of  actions,  etc.:  Statutes  of  other  states:  Pre- 
sumptions. 

Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society,  EUinger  v •  390 

Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society,  Seidel  v 66 

FitzOerald,  Marling  v.. . .  r. 93 

Plaherty  v.  Adelman.  • 120 

Ford  V.  Freeman 503 

Deceit:  Special'  verdict:  SufSciency:  Pleading:  Allegation  of 
damage. 

Fox  V.  Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Co.: *. . .  643 

Contracts:  Validity:  Public  policy:  Enforcement:  Comity:  Tele- 
graphs: Stipulation  against  responsibility  for  negligence:  De- 
fense. 

Frame  v.  Plumb ;.;" 179 

(1)  Witnesses:  Competency:  Transactions  with  persons  since  de- 
ceased: Officers  of  corporations.  (2-4)  Constitutional  law: 
Vested  rights:  Bemedies:  Change  in  rales  of  eyidenoe.  (5)  Ap- 
peal: Affirmance:  Majority  not  concurring  as  to  error.  (21 )  Re- 
hearing: Inaccuracies.  (6-20)  Trusts:  Expenses  of  litigation, 
from  what  funds  payable:  Guardians  ad  litem:  Compensation: 
Necessary  expenditures:  Estates  of  decedents.  (22)  Corpora- 
tions: Officers:  Effect  of  resignation. 

Frawley,  Alien  v 295 

Frear,  State  ex  rel.  Bashford  v 536 

Frear,  State  ex  rel.  Bosenhein  v 173 

Freeman,  Ford  v •  • .  503 

Gay  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  BaUway  &  Light  Co 348 

Street  railways:  Injury  to  passenger:  Special  verdict:  Suffi- 
ciency: Inference  of  negligence  from  accident:  Excessive  dam- 

8ge&'  ;  """ 

Ooetsch  V.  International  Harvester  Co '.  • .  385 

Master  and  servant:  Personal  injury:  Instraction  as  to  operation 
of  machine:  Contributory  n^ligence:  Direction  ol  verdict 


viii  CASES  EEPORTED.  [138 

Goetzinger  v.  Donahue lOS 

Corporations:  Assignment  of  stock  as  collateral  security:  Right 
to  vote:  Transfer  on  books:  When  to  be  surrendered:  Contract 
construed:  Protection  of  pledgee's  security  against  impairment: 
Bight  to  be  officer  of  corporation. 

Chreen  Bay  &  Western  Railroad,  Leasum  v 593 

Grimm  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  i&  Light  Co 44 

8treet  railways:  Collision  with  yehicle:  Contributory  negligence: 
Court  and  jury:  Duty  of  person  about  to  cross  tracks. 

Haderer,  Raschke  v 129 

Heckendom  v.  Romadka 416 

Discovery:  Examination  to  enable  plaintiff  to  plead:  Sufficiency 
of  affidavit:  Cause  of  action:  Corporations:  Fraud  inducing  sub- 
scription to  stock:  Acts  of  officers:  Liability,  joint  and  several: 
Parties:  Election  of  remedies:  Trusts  and  trustees 

Herdeman,  Swanke  v. 65Ji. 

Hicks  Printing  Co.  v.  Wisconsin  Central  R.  Co 584 

Contracts:  Construction:  Written  and  printed  provisions:  Prac* 
tical  construction:  Illegality:  Railroads:  Advertising  to  be 
paid  for  in  transportation:  Accord  and  satisfaction. 

Hintz  V.  Wold 41 

Life  insurance:  Change  of  beneficiary:  Fraud:  Undue  influence: 
Evidence:  Trial  by  jury  or  by  coart:  Cancellation  of  instruments. 

International  Harvester  Co.,  Goetsch  v 385 

Isaacson  v,  Wiscomin  Telephone  Co 63 

Mastwand  servant:  Liability  for  injury  from  defective  appliance. 

Jacohsen  v.  Whitely •• 434 

Deceit:  Reliance  on  statements:  Knowledge  of  falsity:  Evidence: 
Konsuit:  Sale  of  corporate  stock:  Election  between  remedies: 
Rescission:  Ratification:  Witnesses:  Redirect  examination.  1 

Jeffery  v.  Chicago  <fe  Milwaukee  Electric  B.  Co 1 

Railroads:  Condemnation  of  land:  Vesting  of  title:  Election  to 
take  lesser  estate:  Mitigation  of  damages:  Tender  back  of  ease- 
ments^etc.:  Crossings:  Offer  of  option  on  other  lands:  Evidence 
of  value:  Special  verdict:  Duplication  of  damages:  Existing 
easement  as  affecting  damages:  Instructions  to  jury. 

Jones,  Marliftg  v 82 


Wia]  CASES  EEPORTED.  iz 

Kttey  V,  Chicago,  MUiowikee  dk  8t  Paul  B.Co SU 

Conatitational  law:  Equal  proteetion  of  the  laws:  Due  procesB  of 
law:  Oxixnratioiii:  "Penom:"  Classiflcation  for  legislative  pur- 
poses: Railroad  companies:  liability  for  injuries  toemployeee: 
Questions  for  jury:  Depriving  courts  of  Judicial  power:  Statutes: 
Partial  invalidify :  Police  power:  Contributory  negligence:  Com* 
parative  negligence:  liberty  of  contract:  Injuries  in  other  states. 

Kiniberly-Clark  Co.,  Winnebago  Paper  MtUa  v dS'i 

Kissinger  v.  Zieger 368 

(1,  2)  Judgment  on  warrant  of  attorney:  Setting  aside:  Grounds: 
Defense  to  note:  Intoxication.  (8-6)  Execution:  Issuance  to 
another  county:  Sale,  when  consummated:  Sheriffs  deed,  when 
to  be  issoed;  Setting  aside  execution  sale:  Qroonds:  Reference 
to  deteimine  facta:  Waiver. 

Koch,  State  ex  rel.  Leiser  v... • J97 

LaTid,  Wilhum  v.. 36 

Leasum  v.  Green  Bay  &  Western  Railroad 593 

Railroads:  Injury  to  passenger  riding  in  car  with  live  stock. 

Leiser,  Estate  of:  Persies  v.  Leiser 401 

Executors  and  administrators:  Claims  not  filed  within  time  lim- 
ited: Allowance:  Mortgages:  Foreclosure:  Deficiency  judgment 
against  executor. 

Leiser,  State  ex  rel.,  v.  Keek ••••«•    27 

Marling  9.  FiizfhrM 93 

Bills  and  notes:  Consideration:  Agreement  to  advance  money: 
Transfer  without  indorsement:  Defenses:  Estoppel. 

Marling  v.  Jones •••••si^  62 

Bills  and  notes:  Accommodatioii  paper:  Consideration:  Transfer 
after  maturity:  Rights  of  holder:  Mortgages:  Assignment:  Flail- 
ure  to  record:  Payments:  Rights  of  subsequent  purchaser  in 
good  faith. 

Maxwell  v.  Tovm  of  Wellington 607 

Highways:  Insiifficieney:  Personal  injury:  Location  of  defect: 
AmendmeDt  of  complaint:  Special  verdict:  Instructions  to  jury: 
Groaad  of  action:  KegHgenee:  Remarks  ol  court:  Immaterial 
errors. 


X  CASES  REPORTED.  [138 

Mayhew,  Moehlenpah  v 561 

McKinney,  Rosenberg  v 381 

McMcmuSf  Staie  ex  reL,  v.  Trustees  of  Policemen's  Pen- 

sion  Fund 133 

McNaughton,  WUl  of:  Frame  v.  Plumb. 179 

Meggeti  v.  Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co 636 

Life  insarance:  Who  may  aasign  policy:  Bights  of  assignee:  Ex- 
clusion of  beneficiaries. 

Meo  V.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  B.  Co 340 

Railroads:  Injury  to  employee:  Negligence  of  co-employee:  "Bisk 
peculiar  to  the  operation  of  railroads.'* 

Milbraih  v.  State 354 

Criminal  law:  Acts  done  by  or  tbroogh  corporation:  Embeszle- 
ment:  Conversion  of  money:  Demand  when  unnecessary:  Evi- 
dence: Instructions  to  jury. 

Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  A  Light  Co.,  Oay  v 348 

Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  &  Light  Co,,  Orimm  v 44 

Milwaukee  Oas  Light  Co.,  Vhlenberg  v 148 

Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhew 561 

(1-4)  Judgment:  Prior  ^eath  of  one  defendant:  Conclusiveness 
between  defendants.  {IZfli)  Res  judicata.  (5)  Presumptions: 
Statutes  of  other  states.  (6,  7,  18)  Findings:  Materiality:  How 
far  conclusive.  (7-15)  Rescission  of  contracts:  Sale  of  remain- 
der: Mutual  mistake  of  fact:  Pleading:  Fraud  or  mistake:  Sup- 
plemental pleadings:  Appeal:  ReversaL 

Moore,  Estate  of:  Moore  v.  Moore 602 

Wills:  Construction:  Codicil:  Cutting  down  gift  in  prior  provis- 
ion: Precatory  words:  Coats. 

Neale  v.  State ...• 484 

Evidence:  Weight:  Highways  by  user:  Limits:  Obstruction:  Dedi- 
cation: Instructions  to  jury:  Appeal:  Material  and  immaterial 
errors. 

Niezorawski,  Sa^itas  Co.  v 377 

Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  Meggeti  v 636 

Oconto  Breuring  Co.  v.  Cayouette 664 

(1)  Appeal:  Order  granting  new  trial  for  error  of  law:  Review. 
(2,  3)  Contracts:  Validity:  Lack  of  matuality:  Executed  con- 
tract 


Wis.]  cases  EEPORTED.  xi 

Oshkosh  Chs  Light  Co.,  Byan  v. 466 

Ott,  Boring  v 260 

Palmer  v.  SchuUe.  •  •'• . .  •' 455 

Pleading:  Amendment  of  answer:  Discretion:  Appeal:  Harmleas 

error:  Evidence:  Opinions:  Qoalification  of  witness:  Special 

▼erdict:  Form  of  questions:  Evidentiary  matters:  Death  caused 

by  negligence:  Intoxication:  Instructions  to  jury:  Defining  "or* 

.  dinary  care."  «  ^ 

Patterson,  State  ex  rd.  Pittsburgh  Coal  Co.  v 475 

Pauly  Jail  Building  &  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Collins. . .  •  494 
Principal  and  surety:  Subcontractor's  bond:  Release  of  surety. 

Pereles  v.  Leiser • 401 

Piotroivski  v.  CzenvinsJei 396 

Setoff:  Equitable  counterclaim  against  claim  of  nonresident  in- 
solvent 

Pittsburgh  Coal  Co.,  State  ex  reh,  v.  Patterson. 475 

Plumb,  Frame  v 179 

Policemen's  Pens.  F'd  Trustees,  State  ex  rel.  McManus  v.  133 

Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Co.,  Fox  v 648 

Badke,  Duffy  v 38 

Bankel  v.  Buckstaff-Edwards  Co 442 

Master  and  servant:  Injury  to  servant:  Independent  contractor: 
Negligence  of  fellow-servant:  Care  in  selection:  Who  are  fellow- 
servants:  Assumption  of  risk:  Duty  to  warn  servant  of  dangers. 

Raschke  v.  Haderer 129 

life  insurance:  Mutual  benefit  society:  Change  of  beneficiary: 
Supposed  loss  of  certificate:  Mistake. 

Baulf  V.  Chicago  Fire  Brick  Co 126 

Process:  Proving  falsity  of  return  of  service. 

Bemington  Drainage  District:  Appeal  of  Chandos 621 

Drains:  Validity  of  drainage  laws:  Statute  construed:  Provisions 
for  new  assessment  of  benefits:  Pleading:  Demurrer. 

Bipley  v.  Sage  Land  cfe  Improvemsnt  Co 304 

Account  stated:  Acquiescence:  Conclusiveness. 


xii  CASES  REPOKTEDl  [13S 

EoUing,  Tawm  of,  v.  Wund£rlick 6G7 

(1)  Appeal:  Beciev:  Asmspdoa  as  to  fMfeL  (3-4j  Towmz  Pu^ 
chaae of  Lzl :  interest  in  hall:  Land  incioded:  Fedtioa o: c^tnaed: 
Tovn  olf;  jxrrs:  Lxaoilitj  ior  nx>nej  reoeivtsd:  AniLonsj  to  bricg 
action. 

Eomadka,  EKclifrkdom  «. ....'. " 416 

Rotenberg  v.  McKinney 3S1 

iales:  Fnod:  Eleetkxi  to  affirm:  CofivvraioD  ol  peisooattj:  Eri- 
dence:  Appeal:  Diieciion  of  j-j^ignienl  below. 

Bosenkein,  State  ex  rd.,v,  Fremr 173 

Ryanv.  Oskkosh  Gas  Light  Co. 466 

]>eath  canned  b  J  negligeDoe:  Ddiect  in  electric  lighdnt^wireB:  Sof- 

fidencT  of  specijd  Terdict:  InstracUcns  to  jury:  Evidence:  Ex- 
amination of  boetile  witness:  Discretion:  Damages. 

Sage  Land  Jt  Improvement  Co^  Ripley  v 304 

St,  Anthony  Mining  and  Milling  Co,  v.  Shaqra 507 

3Itning  rights  ander  iicense  or  lease:  Revocation:  Statute  oon* 
gtneiJ  "Crevice  or  range:"  "Diacovery:"  Ptesomptiona:  No- 
tice  to  quit:  Tm materia]  defects. 

Sanitas  Co.  v,  Niezorawski 377 

Foreign  corporations:  Doing  bosinesB  in  this  state:  Ple&dicg: 
Findings  of  fact:  Interstate  commerce:  Sales:  Liabiiitj  of  agent's 
sorety. 

Sarles  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  <£*  St.  Paid  R.  Co 49S 

Bailroads:  Injory  to  traveler  at  highway  crofising:  Contribntory 
negligence:  Duty  to  look  and  listen:  Unmanageable  hoiaea 

Shragia,  State  v. 579 

Schmidt,  State  V 53 

Schultz,  Palmer  v 455 

Seidel  v.  Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society 66 

Contrarts:  Failare  in  strict  performance:  Waiver  of  forfeiture: 
Life  insarance:  Acceptance  of  premioms  after  default 

Severa  v.  Beranak 144 

Marriage  of  divorced  person  within  year:  Invalidity:  Common- 
law  marriage:  Mutual  benefit  insurance:  Who  may  be  benefi- 
ciaries. 

Shaffra,  Si.  Anthony  Mining  and  Milling  Co.v 507 


Wis.]  CASES  EEPORTED.  xiii 

Smith  V.  Board  of  Trustees,  Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home. .  62& 

Corporalioiw:  Veterans'  Home:  Disoharge  of  inmate  for  miacon- 
dnci:  Seoority  for  costs:  Discretion. 

Smith's  Appeal:  Meggeti  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  63S 

Stark,  Bratz  v 599 

State  V.  Brooks 560 

Griminal  law:  Bape:  Conviction  of  person  aiding. 
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State,  Milbrath  v 354 
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State  v.  Sbragia 579 

Criminal  law:  Sale  of  cigarette  paper:  Coupon  in  sealed  paclcage 
of  tobacco:  Interstate  commerce. 
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Supreme  court:  Justices:  Term  of  office:  Appointment  to  fill  va^ 
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€.  o.  b.  cars:  When  title  passes. 
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statute,  when  not  determined:  Powen  of  state  legisiatare:  In* 
vestigations:  Incurring  of  expenses:  Creating  **  debt:"  Public 
purpose:  Judicial  tribunal:  Primary  election  law 
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one  conspirator:  Opening  statement:  Evidence:  Resistance  to 
arrest:  Previous  threats:  Submission  of  lesser  degrees  included 
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Condition  subsequent:  Payment  of  taxes.  (8)  Parol  evidence 
affecting  writing. 
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IN  MEMORIAM. 


WILLIAM  M.  TOMKINa 

On  the  20th  day  of  April,  1909,  Mr.  Richard  Sleight  of 
Ashland  addressed  the  court  and  presented  the  following  me- 
morial of  the  bar  of  Ashland  county,  prepared  by  Mr.  George 
F.  Merrill  of  Ashland  2 

Memorial  of  the  Ashland  County  Bar. 

On  the  16th  day  of  May,  1907,  Whxiam  M.  Tomkins  departed  this 
life  after  haying  suffered  a  long  Illness. 

He  was  bom  at  Loosely  Row,  Buckinghamshire,  England,  Feb- 
ruary 24, 1845.  His  father,  William  Tomkins,  was  a  Methodist  clergy- 
man, who  brought  his  family  to  this  country  and  located  at  Shulls- 
burg,  Wisconsin,  in  1850.  The  childhood  of  William  M.  Tomkins 
was  not  different  from  that  of  nearly  all  children  of  country  Method- 
ist ministers.  The  family  lived  in  nearly  every  village  of  what  is 
known  as  the  "lead  region"  of  Wisconsin.  The  poverty  and  sacriflco 
of  the  family  of  a  Methodist  preacher  were  theirs.  The  education 
of  the  children  was  that  of  the  common  school  and  such  other  as 
was  acquired  by  their  own  efforts.  Mr.  Tomkins  attended  the  com- 
mon schools  where  his  father  resided.  He  prepared  for  college  at 
an  academy  located  at  Lone  Rock,  Wisconsin,  and  he  attended  the 
State  University  at  Madison  one  year,  but  was  obliged  to  stop  on 
account  of  lack  of  funds.  While  acquiring  an  education  he  spent  his 
vacations  at  work  on  farms.  He  married  Elizabeth  A.  Pierce  in 
1872,  and  In  1873  he  came  to  Ashland. 

At  that  time  Ashland  was  a  small  village  having  a  population  of 
only  a  few  hundred.  There  were  no  railroads  entering  the  village, 
and  Mr.  Tomkins  walked  from  Superior  to  Ashland.  It  seemed  then 
to  be  out  of  the  world,  but  the  people  thought  that  the  natural  re* 
sources  of  the  surrounding  country  and  its  location  upon  Lake  Su- 
perior gave  promise  of  a  future  city,  and  Mr.  Tomkins  determined 
to  cast  his  lot  with  them.  When  he  arrived  at  Ashland  he  had  no 
money  and  a  family  to  support,  but  he  was  willing  to  work  and  am- 
bitious for  the  future.  His  first  work  was  digging  stumps  in  the 
street    He  soon  demonstrated  an  ability  and  capacity  for  something 
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better,  and  was  made  justice  of  the  peace  and  town  clerk.  He  im- 
mediately took  up  the  study  of  law  and  was  admitted  to  the  bar 
of  Ashland  county  in  1875. 

In  those  early  days  the  retainers  for  the  lawyer  were  few,  and 
the  law  did  not  afford  sufficient  Income  to  support  his  family.  He 
<lid  quite  an  amount  of  work  outside  of  his  profession.  By  examina- 
tion of  the  records  of  Ashland  county  we  find  that  he  held  nearly 
every  office  in  the  county,  either  as  principal  or  deputy.  He  was 
elected  district  attorney  soon  after  his  admission  to  the  bar,  and 
the  knowledge  and  experience  acquired  by  him  in  his  work  then  was 
Invaluable  to  him  in  after  years  as  a  practitioner. 

In  the  year  1883  the  firm  of  Tomkins  &  Merrill  was  formed,  and 
it  continued  for  eighteen  years.  During  that  time  Ashland  grew 
from  a  small  village  to  a  city  of  15,000  inhabitants.  The  vast  lumber 
interests  that  rapidly  developed  and  the  Increase  In  population  soon 
gave  rise  to  a  large  amount  of  important  litigation,  and  Mr.  Tomkins 
was  connected  with  many  important  and  interesting  cases.  He  soon 
took  a  position  as  a  leader  of  the  bar,  and  our  supreme  court  re- 
ports demonstrate  his  Industry  and  ability  as  a  lawyer.  As  a  citizen 
he  was  public  spirited  and  liberal.  He  gave  freely  of  his  time  and 
money  for  the  development  and  growth  of  Ashland.  He  was  by 
nature  a  student,  and  enjoyed  nothing  better  than  the  working  out 
of  deep  and  involved  questions  of  the  law.  His  greatest  strength  lay 
in  cases  at  law,  rather  than  the  cases  before  the  jury.  He  was  better 
at  studying  out  the  true  conclusions  presented  by  a  state  of  facts 
than  In  assembling  and  presenting  facts  for  the  court. 

Besides  studying  law,  he  was  always  a  student  in  other  directions. 
After  fifty  years  of  age  he  took  up  the  study  of  the  French  language 
and  became  quite  proficient  in  it.  He  was  a  great  student  of  psy- 
chology, and  became  very  much  interested  in  the  many  interesting 
questions  which  that  subject  presented.  During  the  last  few  years 
of  his  life  he  took  up  the  subject  of  the  Esperanto  language.  He 
was  often  called  on  to  make  a  public  address.  He  was  not  what 
would  be  termed  an  orator,  but  at  the  same  time  he  was  an  inter- 
esting and  pleasant  speaker.  He  always  had  something  instructive 
and  interesting  to  say.  His  style  of  speaking  undoubtedly  showed 
the  influence  of  his  father's  calling. 

I  His  private  character  and  habits  were  above  reproach.  He  was 
unusually  gentle  and  simple  in  manner.  He  was  very  democratic  in 
his  association  with  those  around  him.  The  suffering  of  others 
touched  him  deeply.  No  one  who  went  to  htm  for  help  and  advice 
ever  went  away  without  receiving  the  best  he  could  give.  As  a 
lawyer  he  worked  as  faithfully  on  the  case  of  one  from  whom  he  ex- 
pected no  remuneration  as  on  the  case  of  his  wealthiest  client  He 
gave  of  his  time  liberally  and  unstintedly  to  the  young  lawyer  who 


Wis.]  in  MEMORIAM.  xxxiii 

Wiliiam  M.  Tomkins.  -  >^ 

came  to  him  for  hsip.  He  Beemed  to  enjoy  especially  the  looking 
up  of  questions  wMch  pusaded  young  men  and  in  every  way  tried  to 
belp  them  in  their  worl£^  There  was  no  affectation  in  his  make  up, 
and  he  was.  very  tolerant  and  liberal  as  to  the  opinions  and  views 
of  others.  Hate  and  revenge  were  uaAmown  to  hitt.  As  a  friend  he 
was  constant  and  tru&  Aa  a  husband  and  father  he  was  unusually 
kind  and  affectionate. 

He  died  of  cancer  of  the  stomach.  He  met  his  death  with  remark- 
able strength  and  fortitude,  spending  his  last  days,  up  to  the  last 
hour,  in  arranging  his  affairs  and  doing  what  he  could  for  his  wife 
and  children*  He  left  surviving  him  a  wife,  four  sons,  and  one 
daughter. 

Mr.  Michael  Barry  of  Phillips  then  iqx>ke  as  follows: 

May  it  please  the  Court: — On  this  occasion,  when  his  brethren  de- 
sire to  leave  on  the  records  of  this  court  their  expressions  of  esteem 
and  friendflhip  for  the  late  William  Tomkixs,  I  crave  the  privilege 
to  be  permitted,  as  briefly  as  may  be,  to  add  a  mite  to  the  tertimony 
already  given. 

It  was  my  good  fortune  to  meet  our  late  brother  in  1S79,  at  a  time 
when  both  of  us  were  young  men  and  pioneers  in  the  New  North. 
That  acquaintance  developed  into  a  kindly  friendship  that  continued 
to  the  end  of  his  earthly  career. 

He  was  not  what  would  be  termed  a  brilliant  man,  in  any  way, 
but  rather  of  that  quiet,  modest  demeanor  that  readily  won  friends 
and  kept  them.  Underneath  the  unassuming  exterior,  however,  was 
an  indefatigable  worker  at  his  chosen  profession.  He  practiced  the 
law  as  he  practiced  his  religion,  with  the  determination  only  to  bo 
right  His  duty  to  court  and  the  opposing  counsel  was  wholly  ab- 
sorbed in  the  endeavor  to  be  perfectly  fair  and  just.  He  enjoyed  the 
distinction,  not  shared  in  by  many,  of  gaining  the  sincere  respect 
and  esteem  of  the  lawyer  "on  the  opposite  side."  He  clothed  his 
practice  with  a  dignity  that  ennobled  the  profession  and  invited  the 
emulation  of  others.  Man  elevates  or  degrades  whatever  he  comes 
in  contact  with.  Mr.  Tomkiks's  standard  was  high.  He  was  trans- 
parently honest.  He  was  unsparingly  just  and  fair  in  his  practice 
He  brought  to  his  work  that  conviction  wrought  by  careful  and  labo 
rious  study  of  his  cases,  and  was  in  the  forefront  of  his  brethren  in 
professional  excellence.  He  was  a  fine  type  of  man  for  the  guidance 
of  the  younger  members  of  the  bar,  whom  he  was  ever  ready  to  coun- 
sel in  their  difficulties  and  perplexities  with  the  law.  It  was  no  dis- 
paragement to  any  other  aspirant  that  when  our  circuit  was  first 
formed  the  members  of  the  bar  turned  to  Mr.  Tomkins  as  a  most 
fitting  candidate  to  preside  over  the  circuit  as  its  first  judge.  This 
was  denied  him,  but  it  never  affected,  in  the  slightest,  his  standing 
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with  his  brethren.  He  was  a  counselor  to  whom  the  court  could  look 
with  absolute  coundence  in  the  presentation  of  his  case.  Equally 
could  the  client  rest  on  his  integrity  and  feel  assured  that  his  case- 
would  be  carefully  and  skilfully  handled.  The  records  of  this  court 
disclose  the  work  of  a  well-trained  and  competent  lawyer. 

It  cannot  be  thought  for  a  moment  that  what  we  say  here,  in 
this  presence,  adds  any  weight  to  the  worth  of  our  departed  brother; 
but  we  know  that  were  places  changed  with  any  of  us,  that  kind 
soul  and  considerate  friend  would  perform  a  like  service  in  genuine 
sympathy  and  unquestioned  sincerity.  Mr.  Tomkins  lived  out  his 
day  manfully  and  truthfully;  he  was  one  who  made  his  world  here 
brighter  and  better  for  having  lived  in  it;  he  left  in  the  memory  of 
those  who  survived,  that  love  and  esteem  which  every  true  man  de- 
sires, and  which  will  stay  with  them  as  a  benediction,  not  only  while 
life  here  lasts,  but  to  continue  and  expand  in  the  better  and  brighter 
world  beyond.  At  the  great  assize  when  the  Judge  of  all  the  world 
will  open  the  books  for  Anal  determination,  we  feel  sure  our  de- 
parted friend  will  stand  with  that  unassuming  throng  on  the  right 
hand  of  Him  who  doeth  all  things  well,  and  receive  the  benediction 
awaiting  a  well  spent  life: 

"Come,  ye  blessed  of  my  Father,  inherit  the  Kingdom  prepared  for 
you  from  the  foundation  of  the  world." 

On  behalf  of  the  oourt  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Winslow  re- 
sponded as  follows : 

Mr.  Tomkins  was  a  lawyer  of  ability,  a  man  of  sterling  integrity,, 
and  a  broad-minded  citizen.  His  career,  while  not  long,  was  emi- 
nently honorable  and  successful.  When  I  first  came  to  the  bench, 
he  was  one  of  the  most  active  practitioners  from  his  circuit  before 
this  court.  He  was  here  at  every  tQ^m  with  important  cases.  While 
his  briefs  were  not  elaborate,  nor  his  arguments  long,  he  rarely  failed 
to  appreciate  and  direct  his  argument  to  the  crucial  point  or  points 
of  his  case.  Ever  courteous  and  fair  to  court  and  to  counsel,  it  was> 
always  a  pleasure  to  meet  him,  and  it  is  not  strange  that  he  ro- 
talned  to  the  last  his  hold  upon  his  fellow-citizens  and  his  clientage. 
The  example  of  such  a  life  should  not  be  lost,  and  the  court  welcomes 
the  opportunity  of  making  an  enduring  record  of  it 

The  memorial  and  address  will  be  spread  upon  the  records  of  the 
court  and  published  in  the  reports. 


CASES  DETERMINED 
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January  Term,  1909. 


JxFFXBY  and  wife,  Eespondents,  vs.  Chicago  &  Milwaukbi 
Ei*ECTKio  Raixroad  Company,  Appellants 

January  6-^Fehruary  16,  1909, 

Railroadi:  Condemnation  of  land:  Testing  of  title:  Election  to  take 
lesser  estate:  Mitigation  of  damages:  Tender  hack  of  easements, 
etc:  Crossings:  Offer  of  option  on  other  lands:  Evidence  of 
value:  Special  verdict:  Duplication  of  damages:  Existing  ease- 
ment as  affecting  damages:  Instructions  to  jury. 

"L,  Where  land  has  been  condemned  for  the  use  of  a  railroad  and 
the  right  to  the  exclusive  use  thereof  has  vested  in  the  rail- 
road company  under  the  award,  it  cannot  be  surrendered  in 
whole  or  in  part,  upon  an  appeal  from  the  award,  without  the 
consent  of  the  landowner. 

2.  Nor  can  the  defendant  railroad  company,  upon  such  appeal,  elect 
to  take  a  lesser  estate  or  different  interest  than  that  con- 
demned or,  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating  damages  or  in  lieu 
of  damages  or  value,  tender  back  rights,  easements,  uses,  or 
conveniences  other  than  the  "suitable  and  convenient  farm 
crossings*'  provided  for  in  sec.  1810,  Stats.  (1898). 

8.  Such  crossings  as  the  railroad  company  may  so  tender  and  be 
allowed  to  construct  and  maintain  in  mitigation  of  damages 
must  be  constructed  and  maintained  upon  the  lands  taken,  or 
upon  such  lands  and  other  lands  of  the  company,  without  in- 
terference with  other  land  or  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

4.  The  fact  that  other  lands  In  the  immediate  vicinity  could  be 

purchased  from  a  third  person  at  a  reasonable  price,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  might  shift  his  business,  cannot  be  shown  in  such 
a  case  to  reduce  the  damages  to  which  plaintiff  Is  entitled. 

5.  An  offer  to  show  that  the  defendant  company  held  an  option  for 

the  purchase,  at  a  certain  price,  of  adjoining  land  upon  which 
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plaintiff  might  extend  his  business,  and  that  defendant  was 
ready  to  assign  this  option  to  plaintiff,  could  have  no  relevancy 
except  as  tending  to  prove  the  value  of  land  in  that  vicinity; 
and  without  sworn  testimony  as  to  the  truth  of  the  statements 
in  the  option  it  was  not  competent  evidence  of  such  value. 
S.  On  appeal  from  the  award  in  proceedings  to  condemn  land  for 
a  railroad  the  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  were:  (1)  What 
was  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  the  award  of  the  strip 
of  land  condemned,  "considering  said  strip  as  a  part  of  plaint- 
iffs entire  tract  and  premises  as  used  in  his  business?"  and 
(2)  In  what  amount  was  the  fair  market  value  of  the  re- 
mainder of  plaintiff's  premises  depreciated  at  said  date  by  the 
taking  of  the  strip  condemned?  Held,  that  in  answering  the 
first  question  the  Jury  necessarily  included  some  portion  at 
least  of  the  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  premises,  and  thus 
there  was  inevitably  a  duplication  of  the  damages  in  that  re- 
spect. 

7.  The  admission  of  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  taken 

"considered  as  an  integral  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  prop- 
erty," and  "as  a  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  manufacturing 
site  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  including  the  machinery  and 
fixtures,  considering  the  plant  as  an  entirety,"  was  erroneous 
because,  in  connection  with  the  questions  so  submitted  to  the 
jury,  it  necessarily  led  to  duplication  of  damages. 

8.  The  finding  of  the  jury  as  to  the  value  of  the  strip  taken,  viewed 

in  the  light  of  the  evidence,  is  held  to  show  that  they  included 
therein  a  portion  of  the  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  prem- 
ises and  that  there  was  thus  a  duplication  of  damages. 

9.  The  fact  that  a  strip  across  plaintiff's  land,  partly  included  in 

the  strip  condemned,  was  subject  to  an  easement  entitling  cer- 
tain other  persons  to  use  it  in  common  with  plaintiff  for  the 
passage  of  cars,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  upon 
the  question  of  damages;  and  although  the  requested  instruc- 
tion was  not  technically  correct,  yet,  the  court's  attention  hav- 
ing been  called  to  it,  it  was  error  to  omit  all  instruction  on  the 
subject 

Mabshaix,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  questions  submitted 
to  the  jury  were  strictly  proper,  especially  in  connection  with 
the  charge  of  the  court,  carefully  warning  the  jury  against 
duplication  of  damages;  but  is  of  the  opinion,  nevertheless,  that 
the  damages  found  are  so  excessive  as  to  show  that  the  jury 
did  not  heed  such  warning  or  disregarded  the  evidence. 

'Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Kenosha 
county :  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judga     Reversed. 
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The  appellant,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  general 
railroad  act  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  and  operating  its  line  by 
electric  power,  in  November,  1905,  filed  its  petition  for  con- 
demnation, in  which  it  averred  that  the  lands  belonged  to  one 
of  the  respondents,  Thomas  B.  Jejferys  and  prayed  that  the 
whole  of  the  lands  described  in  the  petition  be  taken.  The 
lands  described  consisted  of  a  strip  100  feet  wide  and  1,013 
feet  long  and  was  a  part  of  the  manufacturing  plant  and  site 
of  the  respondent  The  court,  on  the  hearing  of  the  petition^ 
determined  that  all  of  such  real  estate  was  required  by  the  ap- 
pellant for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  maintaining,  and 
operating  its  main  line  of  railway  and  that  the  appellant  was 
entitled  to  take  the  whole  of  the  real  estate  described  in  the 
petition,  and  appointed  commissioners  in  accordance  with  the 
statute.  The  commissioners  made  and  filed  their  award 
March  3,  1906,  wherein  they  found  that  the  respondent 
Thomas  B.  Jeffery  was  the  owner  of  the  premises  in  fee 
sought  to  be  condemned,  and  that  the  value  thereof,  including 
the  inchoate  right  of  dower  of  his  wife,  Kate  E.  Jeffery,  was 
$50,508.  Upon  .making  such  award  the  appellant  entered 
into  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  lands  condemned  and  built 
and  constructed  a  system  of  railroad  tracks  for  the  purpose  of 
operating  cars  thereon.  The  petitioner,  appellant  here,  ap- 
pealed from  the  award,  and  upon  the  trial  in  the  circuit  courl 
counsel  for  appellant  made  the  following  offers  to  the  attorney 
for  respondents: 

"Thereupon  the  defendant  made  the  following  offer,  and  at 
the  request  of  the  plaintiffs  the  jury  was  excluded  : 

"The  defendant,  tlie  Chicago  &  Milwaukee  Electric  Rail- 
road Company,  offers  to  stipulate  and  bind  itself  either: 

"(1)  To  maintain  a  crossing  over  its  tracks  at  the  point 
where  the  crossing  now  exists,  or  at  such  other  point  as  the 
plaintiff  may  designate  between  the  works  proper  of  the 
plaintiff  and  that  track  which  is  known  as  the  'testing'  track, 
in  perpetuity,  and  to  keep  it  planked  and  in  good  condition, 
and  to  maintain  in  perpetuity  at  this  crossing  a  bell  or  signal, 
to  be  operated  by  electricity,  which  will  operate  automatically 
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whenever  any  car  gets  within  the  block,  so  called,  approaching 
this  crossing,  the  block  being  about  1,000  feet  north  and  1,000 
south  of  the  crossing. 

"(2)  The  defendant  offers  to  stipulate  and  bind  itself  to 
construct  a  subway,  if  permitted  by  the  plaintiffs,  under  the 
defendant's  tracks  leading  from  such  portion  of  the  parcel  of 
plaintiff  on  the  east  side  of  its  tracks  to  such  part  of  his  tract 
on  the  west  side  of  the  defendant's  track  as  may  be  convenient 
for  and  designated  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  maintain  it  in  per- 
petuity and  keep  it  drained ;  such  subway  to  furnish  complete 
and  safe  means  of  ingress  and  egress  from  the  parcel  of  land 
now  used  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  testing  track. 

"(3)  The  defendant  also  offers  to  stipulate  and  bind  itself 
to  maintain  a  conduit,  not  exceeding  twenty-four  inches  in 
diameter,  under  its  right  of  way,  from  that  portion  of  the 
plaintiff's  works  lying  to  the  east  of  the  right  of  way  to  the 
portion  of  plaintiffs'  land  on  the  west  thereof;  to  maintain  the 
same  in  perpetuity;  such  conduit  being  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff  for  laying  steam  pipes  or  electric  wires  or  other 
means  of  transmitting  power  or  heat  or  light  from  one  portion 
of  plaintiffs'  property  to  the  other. 

^^(4)  The  defendant  also  offers  to  stipulate  and  bind  itself 
to  give  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  build  and  maintain  across  de- 
fendant's right  of  way  two,  or  even  three,  bridges,  provided 
the  bridges  give  a  clear  height  of  twenty-three  feet  from  the 
top  of  the  rails  of  the  defendant's  track,  the  supports  to  be  on 
the  ground  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  not  upon  the  right  of  way  of 
the  defendant 

"The  Court:  May  I  ask,  Mr.  Quarles,  just  what  purpose 
you  design  here  that  is  to  serve  in  this  case  ? 

"Mr.  Quarles :  We  propose  to  ask  a  special  verdict— dam- 
ages without  any  stipulations,  damages  with  one  or  more  of 
them,  and  then  follow  the  line  indicated  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Wisconsin,  which  was  that  judgment  might  be  entered  for 
the  larger  amount,  and  stayed  as  to  a  part  diminution  if  found 
by  the  jury,  until  such  time  as  the  court  might  fix  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  offer." 

The  defendant  made  the  following  offers,  the  jury  being  ex- 
cluded : 

'T^r.  Lines :  The  defendant  offers  to  bind  itself,  and  hereby 
offers  to  grant,  by  proper  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  the  right 
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to  construct  and  maintain,  under  the  right  of  way  of  the  de- 
fendant, such  snbway  as  the  plaintiff  may  deem  sufficient  and 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  grounds  occupied  by 
his  testing  track,  by  machines  and  by  teams  and  by  men,  and 
for  any  such  purpose  in  connection  with  the  plaintiff's  busi- 
ness, the  same  to  be  constructed  upon  such  plans  and  specifi- 
cations as  the  plaintiff  may  desire,  providing  the  same  does 
not  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  ri^t  of  way  for  railway  pur- 
poses by  the  defendant ;  the  same  to  be  constructed  and  main- 
tained at  the  plaintiff's  expense.  And  also  hereby  offers  to 
grant  to  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  construct  and  maintain,  at 
his  own  expense,  under  the  ri^t  of  way  of  the  defendant, 
such  conduit  or  conduits  as  the  plaintiff  may  desire,  for  the 
purpose  of  transmitting  heat,  power,  light,  or  water  from  one 
portion  of  plaintiff's  premises  to  the  other;  the  same  to  be 
located  at  such  point  or  points  as  the  plaintiff  may  elect,  and 
to  be  constructed  upon  plans  and  specifications  selected  by 
plaintiff ;  but  in  sudi  manner  as  not  to  interfere  with  tie  use 
of  defendant's  right  of  way  for  railway  purposes. 

'Defendant  offers  to  prove,  by  cross-examination  of  Mr. 
Jeffery,  and  such  other  witnesses  as  plaintiff  may  produce 
upon  the  question  of  damages  to  plaintiff's  property,  the  ex- 
tent and  amount  of  the  damages  to  that  property  in  case  of 
the  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  of  any  or  either  of  the  offers 
which  defendant  has  made  to  the  plaintiff,  and  also  to  prove 
such  damages  by  witnesses  called  by  the  defendant 

"It  is  thereupon  stipulated  in  open  court  that  this  offer  of 
a  grant,  and  also  offer  of  proof,  is  made  and  is  to  be  considered 
as  having  the  same  force  and  effect  as  though  made  with  a  wit- 
ness upon  the  stand,  subject  to  the  understanding  tliat  plaint- 
iffs object  to  the  stipulations  and  to  the  offers  of  proof  as  in- 
competent, irrelevant,  and  immaterial  at  this  time,  which  ob- 
jections were  sustained  by  the  court  Exception  by  defend- 
ant 

"The  defendant  further  offers  to  prove  that  on  the  2Gth  day 
of  January,  1906,  the  defendant  served  on  the  plaintiffs  a  no- 
tice that  there  had  been  left  with  Charles  A.  Tarbell  an  option, 
executed  by  Frances  0.  Newell  and  others,  owners  of  a  strip 
of  land  lying  immediately  west  of  plaintiff's  property  and  be- 
tween it  and  the  Bain  private  road,  so  called,  as  shown  on 
plaintiff's  Exhibit  E,  for  the  sale  of  said  property  at  the  price 
of  $2,327  at  any  time  within  three  months  from  the  date  of 
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said  option,  to  wit,  January  8,  1906,  said  option  running  to 
:Vlbert  C.  Frost,  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  or  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, together  with  an  assignment  of  said  option  from  said 
Albert  0.  Frost  to  the  plaintiff,  which  notice  had  attached 
thereto  a  copy  of  said  option  and  assignment,  and  further  no- 
tified the  said  plaintiff  that  the  same  would  be  delivered  to 
Thomas  B.  Jeffery  upon  his  signing  a  receipt  for  the  same,  at 
any  time  prior  to  the  first  meeting  of  the  commissioners  to  be 
appointed  to  award  the  compensation  in  the  matter  of  the  con- 
demnation of  the  strip  of  land  in  question. 

"Defendant  also  offered  to  prove  that  the  defendant  de- 
posited the  original  option,  and  the  assignment  thereof  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  served  upon  plaintiff,  with  Charles  A. 
Tarbell  of  the  city  of  Kenosha,  on  or  prior  to  the  date  of  the- 
service  of  said  notice  upon  plaintiff. 

"Which  offers  were  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  as  incompe- 
tent, irrelevant,  and  immaterial^  and  were  sustained  by  the 
court" 

The  court  excluded  the  offers  from  the  case,  to  which  ruling 
the  appellant  duly  excepted.  Appellant  also  excepted  to  vari- 
ous rulings  on  the  admission  and  exclusion  of  evidence ;  to  the 
charge  and  refusal  to  charge ;  also  to  the  refusal  to  submit  the 
questions  proposed  by  the  appellant  for  a  special  verdict  as 
follows: 

"(1)  What  was  the  market  value  on.  March  3, 1906,  of  the 
strip  of  land  condemned  and  taken  in  these  proceedings? 

"(2)  In  what  amount,  if  any,  was  the  market  value  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  plaintiff  which  was  not  taken  diminished  by 
the  taking  of  the  strip  so  condemned,  in  view  of  and  consid- 
ering only  the  uses  to  which  such  real  estate  was  put  on  said 
3d  day  of  March,  1906  ? 

"(3)  Did  the  plamtiff,  on  March  8,  1906,  intend  to  con- 
struct in  the  immediate  future  any  factory  building  or  build- 
ings to  the  westward  of  the  spur  track  running  from  the  Chi- 
cago &  Northwestern  Railroad  past  the  west  side  of  his  factory 
buildings  ? 

"(4)  If  you  answer  the  third  question  in  the  aflSrmative, 
then  what  building  or  buildings  did  the  plaintiff  then  intend 
to  so  build  ? 


16]  JANUAKY  TERM,  1909.  1 

Jeffery  v.  Chicago  A  M.  E.  R  Co.  138  Wifl.  1. 

"(5)  If  yoti  answer  the  third  question  in  the  affirmative, 
then  by  what  amount,  if  any,  was  the  market  value  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  plaintiff  which  was  not  condemned  and  taken 
diminished  by  reason  of  interference  by  the  condemnation  and 
taking  of  said  strip  of  land  with  the  intended  uses  found  by 
you  in  answer  to  the  fourth  question  t" 

The  court  submitted  and  the  jury  returned  the  following 
special  verdict: 

"(1)  What  was  the  fair  market  value,  on  March  8,  1906, 
of  the  strip  of  land  condemned  and  taken  for  defendant's  use, 
considering  said  strip  as  a  part  of  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and 
premises  as  used  in  his  business  in  question?  A.  Twenty- 
five  thousand  ($25,000). 

"(2)  In  what  amount  was  the  fair  market  value  of  the  re- 
mainder of  plaintiff's  premises  in  question  not  so  taken  de- 
preciated March  3,  1906,  by  the  taking  of  the  strip  so  con- 
denmed?     A,  One  hundred  thousand  ($100,000)/' 

Judgment  was  rendered  upon  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
respondents,  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Quarles,  Spence  £ 
Quarles,  attorneys,  and  a  supplemental  brief  signed  also  by 
Miller,  Mack  <&  Fairchild,  of  counsel  and  representing  the 
Unitod  Surety  Company;  and  oral  argument  by  T.  W. 
Spence,  Oeorge  Lines,  and  W.  C.  Quarles.  They  contended, 
inter  alia,  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  from  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury  the  stipulations  and  offers  made  by  appel- 
lant as  te  crossings.  Sea  1810,  Stats.  (1898) ;  Manitowoc 
C.  P.  Co.  V.  M.,  0.  B.  &  N.  W,  R.  Co.  135  Wis.  94,  115  N. 
W.  390.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury  the  stipulations  and  offers  made  by  appellant 
as  to  bridges,  conduits,  and  rights  over  and  under  the  right  of 
way.  A  railroad  is  not  compelled  to  assert  its  full  power  of 
condemnation,  but  may,  within  reasonable  limits,  take  a  less 
estate  than  that  authorized  by  law  to  be  taken.  Thompson  v. 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  27  Wis.  93,  96;  Oregon  R,  &  N.  Co,  v. 
Owsley,  3  Wash.  Terr.  38',  McGregor  v.  Equiiable  G.  Co.  139 
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Pa.  St  230,  237;  Marsh  v.  Milwavkee  L.,  H.  &  T.  Co.  134 
Wis.  384,  114  N.  W.  804;  Jones  v.  E.  £  W.  V.  R.  Co.  169 
Pa.  St  333,  32  Atl.  535;  Tyler  v.  Hudson,  147  Mass.  609; 
Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  72  K  T.  330,  26  L.  R  A.  751,  and 
cases.  The  trial  of  tho  appeal  in  circuit  court  is  a  trial  de 
novo.  Wooster  v.  S.  R.  V.  R.  Co.  57  Wis.  311.  Amend- 
ments to  the  petition  may  be  permitted  upon  the  appeal  as 
well  as  before  the  original  award.  2  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  361 ; 
St.  Louis,  K.  £  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark,  121  Mo.  169,  26  L.  R. 
A.  751,  and  note ;  Indiana,  I.  &  /.  R.  Co.  v.  Rinehart,  14  Ind. 
App.  587,  43  K  E.  238;  Young  v.  Lacoma,  59  K  H.  534; 
Robinson  v.  Pa.  R.  Co.  174  Pa,  St  199,  34  Atl.  546 ;  Russell 
V.  Turner,  62  Me.  496;  Murray  HillL.  Co.  v.  Milwavkee  L., 
H.  &  T.  Co.  126  Wis.  14,  22.  Defendant's  offers  reserving 
rights  and  privileges  to  plaintiff  were  in  effect  an  amendment 
to  the  petition  in  condenmation  by  which  a  less  estate  than 
formerly  was  sought  to  be  condemned.  Whether  such  stipu- 
lations be  considered  in  the  nature  of  amendments  or  other- 
wise, they  seem  to  have  received  the  express  sanction  of  this 
court  in  ManitouH)c  C.  P.  Co.  v.  M.,  G.  B.  &  N.  T7.  R.  Co. 
135  Wis.  94,  115  K  W.  390.  See,  also,  Praiher  v.  C.  S.  R. 
Co.  221  111.  190,  77  K  E.  430;  Slate  ex  rel  Kent  L.  Co.  v. 
Superior  Court,  46  Wash.  516,  90  Pac.  G03 ;  Imliana,  I.  &  /. 
R.  Co.  v.  Rinehart,  14  Ind.  App.  587,  43  X.  E.  238;  Chi- 
cago &  0.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Jones,  103  Ind.  386,  390;  Seattle  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  Roeder,  30  Wash.  244,  70  Pac  498,  504. 

Janies  Cavanaugh  and  Tliomas  M.  Kearney,  for  the  re- 
spondents. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  16,  1909 : 

Kerwin,  J.  The  commissioners  awarded  damages  for  the 
entire  property  described  in  the  petition,  and  the  appeal  was 
from  the  award,  neither  party  appealing  from  the  order  deter- 
mining that  it  was  necessary  to  take  the  whole  of  the  land  de- 
scribed.    The  appelhmt  paid  into  court,  in  conformity  with 
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the  statute,  the  amount  of  the  award,  and  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  property  taken.  The  filing  of  the  award  and  pay- 
ment of  the  money  vested  the  title  and  exclusive  use  of  the 
premises  in  the  appellant,  subject  to  the  amount  of  the  award 
being  increased.  Murray  Hill  L.  Co,  v.  Milwaukee  L.,  H.  & 
T.  Co.  126  Wis.  14,  104  K".  W.  1003,  and  cases  there  cited. 
The  condemnation  of  the  land  as  to  the  quantity  and  interest 
taken  became  fixed  by  the  order  on  the  hearing  of  the  petition, 
and  the  filing  of  the  award,  payment  of  the  amount  awarded, 
and  taking  possession  fixed  the  rights  of  the  parties  arising 
from  the  taking  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  The 
appellant  oould  not,  on  appeal  from  the  award,  elect  to  take 
a  lesser  estate  or  different  interest  than  that  taken  below,  and 
which  it  possessed  itself  of  by  compliance  with  the  statute 
and  taking  possession.  Sprague  v.  N.  P.  R.  Co.  122  Wis. 
509,  100  N.  W.  842;  Schermeely  v.  8.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  16 
Minn.  506 ;  Peoria,  P.  &  J.  B.  Co.  v.  Black,  58  111.  33 ;  Bah- 
cock  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  107  Wis.  280,  83  K  W.  316.  The 
land  of  the  plaintiff  having  been  taken  by  hostile  proceedings 
in  condemnation,  he  was  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  land 
actually  taken  as  well  as  compensation  for  the  damages  to  the 
other  land,  under  the  statutes  giving  the  remedy.  Bigdow  v. 
^ye8t  Wis.  B.  Co.  27  Wis.  478 ;  McCord  v.  Sylvester,  32 
Wis.  451 ;  HUl  v.  M.  &  H.  B.  Co.  5  Denio,  206 ;  C,  S.  F.  & 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  McOrew,  104  Mo.  282,  15  S.  W.  931 ;  McArthur 
V.  KeUy,  5  Ohio,  139 ;  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  B.  Co.  v.  Mun- 
son,  57  Mich.  42,  23  N.  W.  455 ;  Chesapeake  &  0.  B.  Co.  v. 
Palion,  5  W.  Va.  234;  Boanoke  City  v.  Berkowitz,  80  Va. 
616;  Hibernia  U.  B.  Co.  v.  De  Camp,  47  N.  J.  Law,  518,  4 
Atl.  818 ;  Leeds  v.  C.  £  A.  B.  Co.  53  X.  J.  Law,  229,  23  Atl. 
168;  Leader  v.  Multnomah  Co.  23  Oreg.  213,  31  Pac.  481; 
In  re  Eastern  Wis.  B.  £  L.  Co.  127  Wis.  641,  107  K  W. 
496.  The  power  to  take  is  statutory,  and  under  our  consti- 
tution and  statutes  the  appellant  had  the  right  to  acquire  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  land  in  question.     It  did  so,  and  whether 
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it  could  have  taken  a  less  interest,  and  whether  such  interest 
would  have  been  suflScient  for  the  public  use  descTibed,  we 
need  not  consider.  The  court  below,  upon  the  hearing  for 
condemnation,  determined  and  adjudged  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  acquire  the  exclusive  use  of  the  premises  described  in 
the  petition,  and  that  determination  must  be  held  conclusive 
on  appeal  from  the  award.  This  doctrine  is  well  supported 
by  authority,  and  rests  upon  the  rule  that,  after  the  property 
has  been  condemned  and  the  title  acquired  under  the  award, 
it  cannot  be  surrendered,  in  whole  or  in  part,  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  award,  without  the  consent  of  the  landowner.  In 
Hill  V.  M.  &  H.  R.  Co.  5  Denio,  209,  the  court  said: 

"The  object  in  reserving  an  easement  to  the  original  owners 
of  this  land  must  have"  been  to  procure  its  valuation  at  a  re- 
duced sum  and  thus  save  expense  to  the  corporation.  All  this 
was  very  proper  to  be  adjusted  by  the  parties,  and  might  be 
mutually  advantageous  to  them,  but  I  do  not  see  that  the  stat- 
ute authorizes  land  to  be  taken  compulsorily  on  any  such 
terms  or  conditions." 

In  addition  to  the  cases  heretofore  cited  we  call  attention 
to  the  following:  Chamley  v.  Shawano  W.  P.  £  R.  L  Co. 
109  Wis.  563,  85  N.  W.  507;  Crooh  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  83 
Wis.  31,  52  K  W.  1131 ;  Clatisen  v.  Head,  110  Wis.  405,  85 
K  W.  1028;  Babcock  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  107  Wis.  280, 
83  N.  W.  316. 

The  main  contention  of  appellant  here  is  that  the  offers 
made  were  not  by  way  of  tendering  back  any  of  the  land  or 
interest  therein  taken,  but  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating 
damages.  But  it  seoms  plain  that  if  the  corporation  taking 
could,  after  it  had  taken  the  exclusive  use  and  gotten  possession 
of  it  under  condemnation  proceedings,  tender  back  rights^ 
casements,  uses,  or  conveniences  in  lieu  of  damages  or  value^ 
it  would  be  indirectly,  if  not  directly,  permitted  to  evade 
payment  in  the  manner  which  the  constitution  and  statutes 
require.  So  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  only  cross- 
ings which  could  be  considered  upon  the  trial  below  were 
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those  contemplated  by  the  statutes,  known  as  ^'farm  cross- 
ings/' The  question,  therefore,  arises  whether  the  subway 
offered  w^as  a  "farm  crossing''  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  It  is  claimed  by  appellant,  chiefly  upon  the  author- 
ity of  Manitowoc  C.  P.  Co.  v.  M.,  G.  B.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  135 
Wis.  94,  115  K  W.  390,  that  it  was.  But  the  facts  in  the 
above  case  were  very  different  from  the  facts  in  the  instant 
case.  In  view  of  the  physical  conditions  in  the  Manitowoe 
Case  above  mentioned,  the  subway  crossing  was  the  only  prao* 
tical  crossing  or  convenient  one  which  could  be  given,  or  at 
least  it  was  a  practical  and  convenient  one  and  the  one  calcu- 
lated to  carry  out  the  object  of  the  parties.  The  track  of  the 
railway  company  was  built  on  an  embankment,  and  the  situ- 
ation of  the  property  and  necessities  of  the  Manitowoc  Clay 
Product  Company  such  that  any  other  than  a  subcrossing- 
would  probably  not  be  suitable  or  convenient  The  principal 
controversy  was  whether  the  Manitowoc  Clay  Product  Com- 
pany was  entitled  to  a  farm  crossing,  and  the  question  was  as 
to  amount  of  damages  with  and  without  the  crossing.  The 
railway  company  insisted  that  the  term  "farm  crossing''  as 
used  in  the  statute  was  not  confined  to  agricultural  land,  but 
applied  in  all  cases  where  tracts  of  land  were  divided  by  the 
railroad  right  of  way  and  it  was  necessary  for  the  owner  to 
pass  from  one  tract  to  the  other  in  the  proper  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  his  property.  Some  language  in  the  opinion  seems  to 
support,  in  a  measure,  the  claim  of  the  appellant  regarding 
the  right  of  the  railway  company  to  tender  conveniences  irre- 
spective of  the  statutory  crossing,  but  such  was  dicta  not  nec- 
essary to  the  decision  of  the  case,  and  the  opinion  turned 
upon  the  right  to  a  "farm  crossing"  under  the  statute,  and 
that  the  subcrossing  was  a  suitable  and  convenient  one.  So 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  in  the  instant  case  the  appellant 
was  entitled  to  tender  a  subcrossing,  and,  if  it  could  show 
that  it  would  be  suitable  and  convenient,  be  allowed  to  con- 
struct and  maintain  it  in  mitigation  of  damages^  but  such 
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<x>nstruction  and  maintenaace  must  be  upon  the  lands  taken, 
or  those  taken  and  other  lands  of  the  appellant,  and  witJiout 
interference  with  other  land  or  property  of  plaintiff.  This 
would  seem,  from  the  record  before  us,  difficulty  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  do,  but  we  do  not  feel  that  the  appellant  should  be 
foredoeed  from  showing,  if  it  can,  that  suitable  and  conven- 
ient crossings  may  be  constructed  at  grade  or  otherwise.  Of 
•course  the  appellant  must  show  that  it  is  able  to  construct  and 
maintain  such  suitable  and  convenient  crossings  as  are  con- 
templated by  the  statute;  and,  as  before  observed,  the  cross- 
ings need  not  necessarily  be  confined  to  grade,  if,  otherwise 
constructed  and  maintained,  they  be  suitable  and  convenient; 
but  there  is  no  authority  of  law  for  the  taking  of  any  prop- 
erty of  plaintiff  against  his  will,  in  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  any  of  the  rights,  easements,  or  conveniences 
offered,  other  than  the  property  taken  by  the  order  of  con- 
demnation on  the  original  bearing,  and  which  order  is  not 
bere  for  review.  The  offers  to  construct  and  maintain  a  bell 
or  signal,  conduit,  and  bridges  were  properly  ruled  out  be- 
cause there  is  no  authority  for  such  construction  against  the 
will  of  the  plaintiff.  What  has  been  heretofore  said  is  suffi- 
cient upon  this  point 

Counsel  for  appellant  favors  us  with  some  authorities 
which  appear  to  hold  a  different  doctrine,  and  at  least  lean 
to  the  idea  that  rights  and  privileges  may  be  tendered  by  the 
corporation  taking  in  mitigation  of  damages.  But  in  so  far  as 
those  cases  are  out  of  harmony  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  this 
opinion  we  cannot  follow  them.  We  think  the  policy  of  this 
court  thus  far  has  been  to  hold  to  the  contrary,  as  shown  by 
the  cases  heretofore  cited,  namely,  that  after  the  land  of  the 
owner  is  condemned  the  compensation  must  be  made  for  the 
damages,  and  only  in  the  way  pointed  out  by  the  statutes.  In 
Sprague  v.  N.  P.  R.  Co.  122  Wis,  509,  100  N,  W.  842,  this 
court  held  that  after  the  award  the  railway  company  could 
not  discontinue  because  under  the  award  title  vested  in  the 
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company.  If  the  company  cannot  dismisa  as  to  the  -whole  of 
the  land  taken  because  of  the  vesting  of  title,  why  as  to  part  ? 
The  transferring  to  the  owner  of  rights,  easements,  and  privi- 
leges out  of  the  land  taken  in  effect  is  turning  bade  part  of 
the  property  taken  in  mitigation  of  damages.  In  Bprague  v, 
N.  P.  R.  Co.,  suffra,  Mr.  Justice  Sixbeoksb^  speaking  for 
the  court)  said: 

"It  is  the  policy  of  the  state,  as  evidenced  by  the  statute,  to 
give  railroad  corporations  extensive  powers  for  acquiring 
real  estate  for  corporate  uses,  but  such  powers  should  be  exer- 
cised in  good  faith,  on  occasions  when  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic and  of  the  corporations  are  to  be  promoted  by  it  It  is 
upon  these  considerations  that  the  right  is  granted  to  these 
corporations  of  taking  all  necessary  real  estate  at  its  fair 
market  value,  regardless  of  the  wishes  of  the  owner,  who 
must  yield  to  the  necessities  of  the  public  undertaking.  If 
the  right  is  asserted  and  established  by  the  condemnation, 
and  prosecuted  to  the  point  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the 
award,  and  the  railroad  company  is  permitted  to  elect  to  aban- 
don the  proceeding  or  not  after  such  award,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  cannot  secure  the  property  at  its  own  price,  it  might 
readily  transpire  that  the  owners  would  be  subjected  to  many 
hardships,  and  their  rights  might  be  seriously  interfered 
with.  We  must  hold  that  the  proceeding  cannot  be  dismissed 
after  the  commissioners'  report  has  been  filed  with  the  derk 
of  the  circuit  court."      , 

Other  authorities  supporting  the  conclusion  arrived  at  are 
15  Cyc.  783;  Petition  of  N.  T.,  L.  &  T7.  B.  Co.  49  Hun, 
539,  2  K  T.  Supp.  478;  OU  Coloruy  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  125 
Mass.  1;  2  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  (2d  ed.)  §  505;  RoanoJce  City 
V.  BerkowUz,  80  Va.  616 ;  Oregon  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Fox,  28 
Utah,  311,  78  Pac  800 ;  Van  Home's  Lessee  v.  Dorramce,  2 
DalL  304. 

It  is  daimed  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  receive 
an  option  held  by  appellant  for  the  purchase  of  a  tract  of  land 
west  of  the  plaintiff's  plant  for  $2,327  from  the  Bain  estate. 
The  condemned  strip  having  taken  a  part  off  the  side  of  the 
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plaintiff's  tract,  leaving  him  with  an  imperfect  testing  track 
and  no  land  of  his  own  suitable  for  extension,  it  was  pro- 
posed by  the  tender  of  the  option  to  show  that  a  snJBScient 
quantity  of  land  was  embraced  within  the  option  at  the 
amount  named.  The  obvious  purpose  of  this  offer  was  in 
mitigation  of  damages.  The  fact  that  other  lands  in  the  im- 
mediate vicinity  could  be  purchased  from  a  third  party  at  a 
reasonable  price,  to  which  plaintiff  should  shift  his  business, 
could  not  be  shown  to  reduce  the  damages  to  which  plaintiff 
was  entitled.  It  is  not  material  that  he  could  move  part  of 
his  plant  to  other  land  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  appellant 
a  right  of  way,  and  thus,  in  effect,  swap  land  for  the  accom- 
modation of  appellant  What  has  been  heretofore  said  ap- 
I)lies  here  as  to  the  tender  in  mitigation  of  damages,  which  it 
was  obviously  offered  for.  The  only  relevancy  such  an  offer 
could  have,  if  admissible  for  any  purpose,  would  be  as  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  value  of  land  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  plaintiff's  plant  on  the  question  of  value  of  the  land 
taken  and  damages  to  other  land.  But  the  offer  was  not  com- 
petent on  the  question  of  value  of  the  land  embraced  in  the 
option.  The  option  offered  was  not  supported  by  any  sworn 
testimony,  and  therefore  the  statements  therein  were  not 
evidence  of  value  of  the  land  described  therein.  2  Lewis, 
Em.  Dom.  (2d  ed.)  §§  446-448;  Watson  v.  M.  &  M.  R.  Co. 
57  Wis.  332,  15  K  W.  468 ;  Secfeld  v.  (7.,  M.  &  St.  P.  R, 
Co.  67  Wis.  96,  29  N.  W.  904;  Esch  v.  C,  M.  £  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  72  Wis.  229,  39  X.  W.  129 ;  Montclair  R.  Co.  v.  Benson, 
86  N.  J.  Law,  557;  Winmsimmet  Co.  v.  Gniehy,  111  Mass, 
643.  Moreover,  the  contents  of  the  option  were  not  made 
known,  except  by  a  general  statement  The  option  was  not 
offered  formally,  so  that  counsel  could  examine  it,  so  far  as  we 
can  discover  from  the  record.  Xor  does  it  appear  that  the 
option  was  in  force  when  the  offer  was  made.  It  is  very  ob- 
vious that  it  would  be  a  dangerous  rule  to  allow  an  adverse 
party,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  value  o£  land,  to 
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put  in  evidence  a  writing  purporting  to  be  an  option  to  sell  at 
a  named  price,  without  any  other  proof  verifying  the  facts 
stated  in  the  option.  This  would,  in  ejffect,  be  to  allow  the 
appellant  to  make  proof  by  declarations  of  third  parties  not 
xmder  oath.  The  offer  made  to  assign  the  option  to  the  plaint- 
iff had  no  materiality,  because,  as  we  have  seen,  appellant 
eould  not  transfer  interest  or  rights  in  lands  in  mitigation  of 
damages,  and  it  was  not  competent  on  the  question  of  value  of 
the  land  therein  described  or  in  the  vicinity.  Seefeld  v.  C, 
M.  £  St.  P.  B.  Co.  67  Wis.  96,  29  K  W.  904;  Montclair  R, 
Co.  V.  Benson,  36  N.  J.  Law,  557 ;  EscK  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
<Jo.  72  Wis.  229,  39  K  W.  129. 

There  is  another  class  of  errors  which  may,  we  think,  be 
conveniently  treated  t(^ther,  because  they  go  to  the  question 
of  amount  of  damages  and  whether  excessive.  As  will  be 
seen  from  the  statement  of  facts,  the  appellant  requested  that 
certain  questions  be  submitted  in  the  special  verdict,  which 
were  refused,  and  the  court  submitted  as  the  verdict  two 
questions.  It  is  diflBcult  to  see  how  the  jury  could  have  an- 
swered these  questions  as  they  did  without  duplicating  the 
damages.  Had  the  court  submitted  the  questions  asked  by 
the  appellant  the  verdict  would  not  be  open  to  objection  of 
duplicity.  The  first  question  proposed  simply  asked  for  an 
answer  as  to  market  value  of  the  land  taken  March  3,  1906, 
and  the  second  as  to  how  much  the  market  value  of  the  re- 
maining land  of  plaintiff  was  diminished  by  the  taking  of 
the  strip,  considering  the  uses  to  which  such  land  was  put  on 
March  3,  1906.  It  is  plain  that  any  answer  to  these  ques- 
tions could  not  result  in  duplicating  damages.  But  how 
about  the  questions  submitted?  In  the  first  the  jury  were 
asked  to  find  the  fair  market  value  on  !March  3,  1906,  "con- 
sidering said  strip  as  a  part  of  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and 
premises  as  used  in  his  business  in  question."  And  in  tlie 
second  question  they  were  asked  to  find  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  remainder  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  not  so  taken  do- 
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preciated  March  3,  1906,  by  the  taking  of  the  strip  so  con- 
demned. Now  the  plaintiff  was  entided  to  recover  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  strip  taken  and  the  damages  to  the  other 
land  occasioned  by  the  taking;  but  when  they  found  in  the 
first  question  the  value  of  the  strip  taken,  considering  it  as 
a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and  premises  as  used  in 
his  business,  they  necessarily  found,  not  only  the  value  of  the- 
strip  taken,  but  some  damage  to  the  remaining  premises.. 
The  value  of  the  strip,  considering  its  use  in  connection  with 
the  balance  of  the  land  as  used  in  the  plaintiff's  business, 
necessarily  involved  the  idea  of  damage  to  the  remainder  of 
the  plant  The  jury  by  the  first  question  of  the  special  ver- 
dict was  required  to  find,  not  alone  the  value  of  the  strip 
taken,  but  its  value  as  part  of  the  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and 
premises  as  used  in  his  business.  This  was  quite  a  different 
thing  than  finding  the  value  of  the  strip  as  a  part  of  the  whole 
tract  of  land  of  which  it  was  a  part,  considering  its  natural 
advantages  arising  out  of  its  location  and  situation.  Its 
value  as  a  part  of  the  entire  premises  as  used  in  the  plaintiff's 
business  must  include  deterioration  in  whole  or  in  part  of  the 
remainder  of  the  plant,  because  this  is  its  value  when  con- 
sidered as  a  part  of  the  entire  premises  as  such  premises  were 
being  used  when  the  strip  was  severed.  The  value  of  the 
strip  as  used  in  the  plaintiff's  business  would  necessarily  be- 
r^arded  by  the  jury  as  including  a  part  of  the  damage  which 
the  whole  plant  would  sustain  by  the  severance  of  the  strip. 
A  strip  of  land  taken  out  of  a  manufacturing  plant  might  bo 
of  great  value  when  considered  as  a  part  of  the  premises  as 
used  in  the  business,  while  aside  from  its  use  in  the  business 
it  might  be  of  very  small  value.  So  the  idea  of  value  of  the 
strip  for  such  use  included  an  element  of  damage  to  the  prem- 
ises and  business.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  was  forced  to  pur- 
chase a  small  strip  of  land  adjacent  to  his  plant  and  necessary 
to  have  in  order  to  successfully  operate  his  plant  The  value- 
of  such  strip  to  him  for  use  in  connection  with  his  business- 
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would  far  exceed  the  market  value  or  the  value  to  others, 
and  by  the  addition  of  the  strip  his  plant  would  be  increased 
in  value  far  beyond  the  reasonable  market  value  of  the  strip. 
So  in  the  first  question,  when  the  value  of  the  utility  of  the 
strip  in  connection  with  the  plaintiff's  business  was  included 
in  the  damages,  some  portion  of  the  damage  to  the  whole 
premises  was  included.  We  think  the  jury,  in  answering  the 
first  question  intelligently,  would  necessarily  include  damage 
to  the  remainder  of  the  premises.  Had  the  second  question 
of  the  special  verdict  been  framed  so  as  to  exclude  any  dam- 
age above  the  value  of  the  land  taken,  the  situation  would  bo 
different  But  it  was  not  On  the  contrary,  the  second 
question  called  upon  the  jury  to  award  all  damages  for  de- 
preciation caused  by  the  taking  of  the  strip.  In  this  situa- 
tion duplication  of  damages  seems  inevitable.  If  the  verdict 
had  confined  the  jury  to  finding  the  market  value  of  the  strip 
taken  as  a  part  of  the  tract,  and  not  as  part  of  the  tract  "con- 
sidering said  strip  as  part  of  the  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and 
premises  as  used  in  his  business,"  it  perhaps  would  not  have 
been  subject  to  criticism  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  Wash- 
bum  V.  M.  &  L.  W.  B.  Co.  59  Wis.  364,  375, 18  N.  W.  328 ; 
Watson  V.  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  57  Wis.  332,  15  K  W.  468 ;  Esch 
V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  72  Wia  229,  39  N.  W.  129,  and 
other  cases  in  this  court 

Moreover,  in  connection  with  the  form  of  the  vetdict,  cer- 
tain evidence  admitted  under  objection  was  well  calculated 
to  unduly  enhance  damages.  Witaesses  were  permitted, 
against  appellant's  objection,  to  answer  questions  respecting 
the  value  of  the  land  taken,  "considered  as  an  integral  part  of 
the  entire  plant  and  property,"  and  the  value  of  the  strip 
taken  "as  a  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  manufacturing  site 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  including  the  machinery  and  fix- 
tures, considering  the  plant  as  an  entirety,  and  including 
fixed  machinery  and  fixtures."  These,  and  other  similar 
questions  permitted  to  be  answered  as  to  the  value  of  the  strip 
Vol.  138—2 
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taken  and  damages  to  the  remaining  land^  in  connection  with 
the  special  verdict,  made  a  case  which  necessarily  resulted 
in  duplication  of  damages,  and  was  not  cured  by  the  charge. 

The  findings  of  the  jury  also  clearly  show,  when  viewed  in 
the  light  of  the  evidence,  that  it  did  in  fact  include  in  the 
value  of  the  strip  taken  damages  to  the  other  land.  The 
quantity  of  land  taken  was  about  2.3  acres,  and  the  witnesses 
under  the  form  of  questions  asked  put  the  value  at  from 
$35,000  to  $60,000,  the  jury  finding  the  value  of  the  strip 
taken  under  the  first  question  of  the  special  verdict,  $25,000 ; 
yet  the  evidence  establishes  that  the  strip  taken,  disconnected 
from  the  balance  of  the  plant  and  business,  would  not  exceed 
one  tenth  of  the  award  allowed  by  the  jury  for  it  The  strip 
taken  was  not  occupied  by  any  buildings,  except  a  foundation 
constructed  shortly  before  the  petition  for  condemnation  was 
filed.  It  was  situated  between  the  main  plant  and  the  test- 
ing track,  and  took  a  small  portion  of  the  testing  track.  So 
it  is  plain  that  the  jury,  in  awarding  damages  for  the  strip 
taken,  included  in  such  award  a  portion  of  the  damages  in- 
cluded in  the  award  of  damages  to  the  remainder  of  the  land 
and  premises,  and  yet  under  the  second  question  they  were 
required  to  award  all  damages  done  the  remaining  premises. 

At  the  time  the  condemnation  proceedings  were  commenced 
there  was  an  easement  for  railway  purposes  between  the 
plaintiff's  testing  track  and  the  balance  of  the  land,  and  a 
part  of  the  strip  taken  lapped  over  upon  this  easement  or 
right  of  way,  which  is  known  in  this  case  as  the  Newell-Hoyt 
easement,  and  this  easement  separated  the  main  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  plant  from  the  testing  track  and  therefore  was  an 
important  consideration  on  the  question  of  damages  to  the 
balance  of  the  plant  not  taken.  Upon  this  point  the  appel- 
lant requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows : 

"You  are  instructed  that  on  the  3d  day  of  March,  1906,  a 
right  of  way,  or  easement,  as  it  is  called,  belonged  to  Mrs, 
Xewell  and  Mrs.  Hoytj  to  build  and  maintain  a  track,  or 
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tracks,  acroes  the  premises  of  plaintiff  upon  a  strip  of  land 
twenty  feet  wide,  the  center  of  which  strip  was  341.9  feet 
west  of  the  west  line  of  Charles  street,  and  which  ran  north 
and  south  through  said  premises  in  a  straight  line  after  leav- 
ing the  end  of  the  curve  in  the  spur  tracks  shown  on  the  map, 
marked  Tlaintiff's  Exhibit  E/  and  to  cause  to  be  transported 
properly  in  cars  along  such  tracks.  The  right  of  the  owners 
of  this  easement  so  to  occupy  and  use  said  strip  was  para- 
mount to  any  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  cross  such  strip  or  to  use 
the  surface  thereof  for  any  purpose  whatever." 

This  instruction  was  calculated  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
the  jury  the  fact  that  along  the  condemned  strip  there  existed 
an  easement  which  necessitated  the  keeping  of  this  strip  open 
and  unobstructed  for  the  passage  of  cars*  The  fact  that  this 
easement  existed  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  upon 
the  question  of  damages.  The  court  not  only  refused  to  give 
the  instruction  requested  respecting  the  Newell-Hoyt  ease- 
ment, but  sent  the  case  to  the  jury  upon  the  theory,  so  far  as 
we  can  discover  from  the  record,  that  no  such  easement  ex- 
isted. ThiB  we  think  was  error.  Whether  the  strip  taken  by 
appellant  cut  the  plaintiff's  land  so  as  to  separate  the  main 
part  from  the  testing  track,  or  whether  an  easement  existed 
at  the  time  condemnation  proceedings  were  commenced  which 
would  in  whole  or  in  part  have  the  same  effect,  was  a  most 
important  consideration  for  the  jury.  The  easement  secured 
the  right  to  Mrs.  Newell  and  Mrs.  Hoy t  as  well  as  to  plaintiff 
to  use  this  strip  of  land  for  the  passage  of  cars.  The  request 
to  charge  to  the  effect  that  they  had  a  paramount  right  to 
this  strip  was  not  technically  correct,  because  the  proof  shows 
that  the  use  by  th^n  was  in  common  with  the  plaintiff,  there 
being  mutual  covenants  in  the  deeds  between  the  parties  for 
use  by  each.  But  some  instruction  along  the  line  asked 
should  have  been  given.  The  importance  of  some  instruction 
on  the  subject  is  intensified  by  the  proof  admitted.  For  ex- 
ample, evidence  was  admitted,  over  objection  and  exception, 
of  the  value  per  square  foot  of  the  plant,  and  the  idea  of  ex- 
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tension  of  the  business  made  to  appear  to  be  a  prominent 
factor  in  the  value  of  the  plant  and  property  taken,  as  well  as 
damages;  also  as  to  the  value  of  the  strip  taken  "considered 
as  an  integral  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  property,"  and 
"considered  as  a  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  premises  occu- 
pied by  Jeffery,  including  fixed  machinery  and  fixtures." 
This  and  other  evidence  was  admitted,  which,  when  taken  in 
connection  with  the  verdict,  was  well  calculated  to  tie  the 
jury  down  to  a  wrong  rule  of  damages.  No  error  was  com- 
mitted in  refusing  to  charge  that  the  plaintiflf's  plant  con- 
sisted of  two  tracts,  but  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed 
as  to  the  existing  easement  extending  through  it,  over  a  part 
of  which  the  strip  condemned  lapped,  to  the  end  that  the  jury 
might  have  full  knowledge  of  the  obstructions  in  the  way  of 
extending  buildings  over  this  strip,  regardless  of  the  appel- 
lant's right  of  way.  Tohey  v.  Taunton,  119  Mass.  404; 
Miller  v.  Newark,  35  N.  J.  Law,  460. 

Since  there  must  be  a  new  trial  we  have  referred  only  in 
a  general  way  to  many  of  the  alleged  errors  in  so  far  as  may 
be  helpful  to  the  court  below  on  another  trial,  without  intend- 
ing to  cover  in  detail  all  points  raised  in  the  record. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  damages  are  excessive.  The 
duplication  of  damages  arising  from  the  manner  in  which  the 
case  was  presented  to  the  jury,  including  the  form  of  the  ver^ 
diet,  doubtless  accounts  for  the  size  of  the  verdict  Whether 
we  would  set  the  verdict  aside  as  excessive  if  the  case  had 
been  properly  presented  and  no  error  appearing  in  the  record 
we  need  not  determine,  since  the  judgment  must  be  reversed 
upon  other  and  more  obvious  grounds. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  action  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  March  3, 1909 : 

Marshall,  J.  {concurring).  In  my  opinion  the  final  re- 
sult of  the  appeal  is  right,  but  the  ground  upon  which  it  is 
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decided  that  the  damages  assessed  are  excessive  is  out  of  haiv 
mony  with  the  statute,  with  the  practice  under  it,  and  with 
the  decisions  of  this  court 

Sec.  1848,  Stats.  (1898),  provides  that  in  a  case  of  this 
kind  the  commissioners  shall  appraise  •  •  . 

(1)  the  value  of  each  .  .  •  parcel  of  land  proposed  to  be 
taken  with  the  improvements  thereon',  and 

(2)  the  damages  sustained  by  the  owner  by  reason  of  the 
taking  thereof,  and  that  they  shall 

(3)  not  make  any  allowance  or  deduction  on  account  of 
any  real  or  supposed  benefits  to  the  proprietor  from  the  con- 
struction of  the  road,  but 

(4)  special  benefits  to  real  estate  "adjoining  that  taken" 
shall  be  allowed  in  deduction  of  any  damages  •  •  .  to  such 
adjoining  real  estate. 

The  value  of  land  taken  is  required  to  be  fixed  with  refer- 
ence to  the*  market  value  for  any  purpose  to  which  it  may  be 
adapted  so  far  as  appears  presently  to  affect  such  value. 
Washburn  v.  M.  £  L.  W.  R.  Co.  59  Wis.  364,  373,  18  K  W. 
328.  That  includes  adaptability  to  be  platted  into  lots  to  be 
sold  for  building  purposes,  the  use  to  which  it  is  intended  to 
be  applied,  and  every  use  for  which  it  is  adaptable,  present  or 
future,  enhancing  the  present  value.  Watson  v.  M.  &  M.  B. 
Co.  67  Wis.  332,  356,  15  K  W.  468 ;  Meinzer  v.  Racine,  74 
Wis.  166, 169,  42  N.  W.  230. 

The  amount  to  which  the  landowner  is  entitled  on  account 
of  the  land  taken  is  its  fair  market  value  for  any  purpose  for 
which  it  may  reasonably  be  used  presently  or  in  time  so  near 
as  to  appreciably  affect  such  value.  Watson  v.  M.  &  M.  R. 
Co.,  mpra,  p.  356, 15  K  W.  479. 

In  the  whole,  the  landowner  is  entitled  to  be  made  as  good, 
by  payment  of  money,  as  if  his  property  were  not  disturbed 
by  the  railroad  enterprise,  not  considering  benefits  or  dam- 
ages caused  by  the  building  of  the  road  disassociated  from 
physical  disturbance  of  the  property,  except  by  offsetting 
special  benefits  to  land  not  taken  against  damage  to  such  land. 
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He  is  entitled  to  "the  difference  between  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  whole  property  before  the  taking  and  the  fair 
market  value  of  what"  remains  "after  the  taking.''  Watson 
V.  M.  &  M.  B.  Co.,  mipra,  p.  854, 16  N.  W.  478. 

As  regards  the  value  of  the  land  taken  in  a  case  of  this 
kind,  such  value  is  "the  market  value  of  the  strip  taken,  at 
the  time  it  was  taken,  as  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  lot  of  which 
it  formed  a  part"  The  jury  were  so  instructed  in  Esc%  v. 
C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  72  Wis.  229,  39  N.  W.  129,  and  the 
charge  was  in  all  respects  approved.     The  court  said : 

"When  the  jury,  in  obedience  to  the  instructions  given, 
assessed  the  value  of  the  strip  taken  as  a  part  of  the  whole  lot, 
and  as  a  parcel  of  the  same,  and  determined  the  damage  suf- 
fered by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  taking  to  the  Glance 
of  the  lot  not  taken,  these  two  amounts,  added,  would  give  the 
plaintiff's  compensation  precisely  as  the  rule  was  laid  down 
by  the  trial  court  in  the  Watson  Case  [57  Wis.  357, 15  N.  W. 
468],  which  was  approved  by  this  court" 

The  court  submitted  to  the  jury  two  questions:  First. 
"What  was  the  market  value  of  the  strip  taken  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  .  .  .  considered  as  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  lot  of 
which  it  was  a  part  ?"  Second.  "What  was  the  damage  to 
the  market  value  of  the  residue  of  the  lot"  at  the  time  of  the 
taking  ? 

In  BarJcer  v.  M.  &  L.  W.  B.  Co.  59  Wis.  364,  18  N.  W. 
328,  decided  with  Washburn  v.  M.  &  L.  W.  B.  Co.,  supra,  the 
trial  court  refused  to  admit  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  strip 
taken  as  a  part  of  the  whole  lot,  holding  that  the  value  of  the 
strip  was  to  be  ascertained  without  reference  to  the  balance 
of  the  lot,  the  same  as  though  some  other  person  owned  it. 
For  that  reason  the  landowner  prevailed  on  the  appeal.  59 
Wis.  375,  18  K  W.  333.  In  disposing  of  the  matter  the 
court  said : 

"It  was  argued  that  unless  the  rule  of  the  circuit  court  be 
adopted,  the  enhanced  value  of  the  part  taken,  if  considered 
as  a  part  of  the  lot,  may  be  assessed  as  damages  for  depre- 
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ciation  in  the  value  of  the  portion  of  the  lot  not  taken.  The 
danger  of  a  double  assessment  can,  we  think,  be  readily 
averted  by  a  proper  instruction  in  that  behalf.  It  is  a  sub- 
stantial right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  directly  the  full  value 
of  the  land  taken,  because  there  can  be  no  diminution  ther^ 
from  on  account  of  benefits.  Whereas,  if  such  value  is  in- 
cluded in  the  assessment  for  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
the  balance  of  the  lot  resulting  fnnn  such  taking,  the  whole 
amount  thereof  is  liable  to  be  absorbed  by  an  assessment  for 
benefits." 

So  it  will  be  seen  that  in  the  Watson  Case  and  the  Esch 
Case  the  court  approved  submission  to  the  jury  of  the  case  to 
find,  first,  what  was  the  market  value  of  the  strip  of  land 
taken,  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  as  a  part  and  parcel  of  the 
whole  lot  of  which  it  was  a  part ;  second,  what  waa  the  damage 
to  the  market  value  of  the  residue  of  the  lot,  in  consequence 
of  such  strip  being  taken ;  and  in  the  Washburn  Case,  because 
the  court  refused  to  submit  the  first  feature  in  the  form  indi- 
cated the  result  was  reversed.  Now  let  us  see  how  the  de- 
cision here  stands  with  reference  to  that  situation. 

The  court  submitted  to  the  jury  to  find,  firsts  What  was 
the  fair  market  value  on  March  3,,  1906,  of  the  strip  of  land 
condemned  and  taken  for  defendant's  use,  considering  said 
strip  as  a  part  of  plaintiff's  entire  tract  and  premises  as  used 
in  his  business  in  question  ? 

That  for  short  is  this:  What  was  the  fair  market  value  on 
March  8,  1906,  of  the  strip  of  land  taken  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  whole  tract  of  which  it  formed  a  part  ?  Kow  it 
seems  no  one  could  read  that  question  and  the  decisions  to 
which  I  have  referred,  without  seeing  clearly  that  the  learned 
trial  judge  either  had  the  decisions  before  him  when  the  ques- 
tion was  drafted  or  had  that  clearly  in  mind.  The  form  fol- 
lows what  was  there  approved  as  necessary  with  strict  accu- 
racy. 

The  next  question  is  this:  "In  what  amount  was  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  remainder  of  plaintiff's  premises  in 
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question,  not  so  taken,  depreciated  March  3,  1906,  by  the 
taking  of  the  strip  so  condemned  ?" 

What  we  have  said  as  to  the  first  question  may  be  regarded 
as  repeated  as  to  the  second.  Court  and  counsel  evidently 
relied,  as  well  they  might,  on  decisions  of  this  court  setting 
the  matter  at  rest  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago^  which  has  never 
since  been  cast  into  doubt  in  the  slightest  particular. 

This  court  now  says,  "It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  jury 
could  have  answered  these  questions  as  they  did  without  du- 
plicating damages."  Is  that  not  just  the  opposite  from  what 
this  court  said,  speaking  by  Lton,  J.,  in  the  Wcuihhum  Case 
we  have  quoted  from  i  Again  the  court  says,  "Had  the  court 
submitted  the  questions  asked  by  appellant  the  verdict  would 
not  be  open  to  objection  of  duplicity."  Turning  to  the  quea- 
tions  referred  to,  I  find  the  first  to  be :  "What  was  the  market 
value  on  March  3,  1906,  of  the  strip  of  land  condemned  and 
taken  in  these  proceedings?"  omitting:  considered  as  a  part 
of  the  whole  lot  from  which  it  was  taken;  the  very  defect 
which  worked  a  reversal  in  the  Washburn  Case  and  was  said 
to  be  out  of  harmony  with  the  previous  case  (Watson  v.  M.  £ 
M.  R.  Co.  67  Wis.  832),  as  it  evidently  is  with  tlie  subsequent 
case  of  Esch  v.  C,  M.  S  8t.  P.  B.  Co.  72  Wis.  229.  TTie 
second  question  as  the  court  approvingly  states  it  is  this :  "In 
what  amount,  if  any,  was  the  market  value  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  plaintiff  which  was  not  taken  diminished  by  the  taking 
of  the  strip  so  condemned  in  view  of  and  considering  only  the 
uses  to  which  such  real  estate  was  put  on  said  3d  day  of 
March,  1906  ?"  Thus  confining  the  value  to  the  particular 
use  characterizing  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  exclud- 
ing future  uses  that  might  enhance  the  value,  directly  con-, 
trary  to  all  the  cases  we  have  cited  and  the  universal  current 
of  authority  in  this  and  other  courts;  excluding  elements 
essential,  as  this  court  has  said,  to  afford  the  landowner  that 
full  and  just  compensation  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  the 
constitution. 
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Thus  the  verdict  which  appellant  imsuccessfuUy  requested, 
as  to  both  questions,  and  which  the  court  approves  as  the  form 
necessarjr  to  prevent  duplicity,  has  been,  heretofore,  as  unques- 
tionably condemned,  as  has  the  verdict  actually  submitted 
now  condemned  been,  heretofore,  unquestionably  approved. 
I  cannot  see  the  situation  different  than  this,  and  regard  it  as 
most  unfortunate.  I  trust  I  have  not  exaggerated  it  I  have 
endeavored  to  make  it  as  plain  as  possible  to  the  end  that  I 
may  not  share  the  responsibility  of  the  error,  if  there  be  one, 
and  that  I  may  do  what  I  can  to  secure  a  return  to  what  I 
deem  to  be  the  correct  rule. 

I  note  that  this  court,  very  guardedly,  suggests  that  if  the 
first  question  submitted  had  omitted  the  words  "as  used  in  his 
business  in  question,'^  perhaps  it  would  not  have  been  subject 
to  criticism  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  to  which  I 
have  referred,  thus,  seemingly,  not  intending  to  invade  such 
rule,  but  suggests  that  a  queiition  drafted  in  exact  accord 
with  it  might  not  be  subject  to  criticism,  and  at  the  same  time 
proclaims  that  a  question  submitted  and  rejected,  omitting  the 
element  expressly  required  by  such  rule,  should  have  been 
submitted.  The  words  "as  used  in  his  business"  were  in  ex- 
act oonf  ormily  to  the  rule  that  the  present  use  of  the  strip  in 
conmion  with  the  whole  of  which  it  forms  a  part  as  well  as  any 
use,  prospective,  affecting  the  value,  are  proper  elements  of 
value. 

True,  as  suggested  by  Justice  Lyon  in  the  Washburn  Case, 
there  is  danger  of  a  duplication  of  damage  in  such  a  case,  but 
as  the  court  said,  "The  danger  .  .  .  can  be  readily  avoided 
by  proper  instructions  in  that  behalf." 

It  was  there  held  that  questions  of  the  full  scope  submitted 
here,  were  essential  to  protection  of  constitutional  rights  and 
that  the  danger  of  one  overlapping  the  other  was  to  be  ob- 
viated by  instructions. 

The  learned  trial  court  had  this  court's  suggestion  last 
referred  to  clearly  in  mind.     The  jury  were  carefully  in- 
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structed  as  to  the  "fair  market  value."  They  were  in- 
structed that  the  value  of  the  strip  was  to  be  determined  with 
ref erenoe  to  the  value  of  the  whole  of  which  it  formed  a  part 
They  were  told: 

"In  determining  the-  value  of.  the  strip  taken  you  will  be 
careful  not  to  confound  such  value  with  any  damages,  if  any, 
to  the  remainder  of  the  premises  occasioned  by  such  taking; 
and  in  determining  the  damages,  if  any,  to  the  remainder  of 
the  premises  not  taken  you  must  not  include  any  valuation 
fixed  by  you  of  the  strip  taken.  The  two  elements  of  damage 
are  separate  and  distinct  from  each  other." 

"What  more  could  one  ask  ?  An  examination  of  the  briefs 
and  cases  heretofore  submitted  in  cases,  fails  to  disclose  an 
instance  where  danger  of  duplication  of  damages  was  more 
carefully  guarded  against  by  the  verdict  and  the  charge  than 
in  this  case.  I  think  the  submission  in  that  regard  was 
faultless. 

Notwithstanding  the  distinguished  correctness  of  the  sub- 
mission, I  am  satisfied  from  the  size  of  the  verdict  and  the 
evidence  that  the  jury  either  failed  to  profit  by  the  court's 
careful  admonishment  as  to  duplication  of  damages,  or 
plainly  disregarded  the  evidence.  The  evidence  of  the  wit- 
nesses upon  which  the  jury  grounded  its  finding,  plainly  du- 
plicated the  damage.  The  opposing  evidence  did  not  That 
is  the  explanation  of  the  difference  being  so  great  as  not  to  be 
attributable  to  mere  difference  in  judgment  applied  from  a 
common  standpoint  I  will  not  take  time  to  go  into  the  evi- 
denca     It  is  sufficient  to  thus  state  my  conclusion. 
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Statx  bz  bxl.  Leibxb^  Executor,  Reepondrat,  v&  Koch^ 

Appellant 

January  S--Fel>ruary  16, 1900. 

Municipal  ordinanoefB:  Judicial  notice:  Pleadina:  Oondiuiion  of  Ukw: 
Demurrer:  Mandamus:  Building  inspector:  Oompelling  iegu- 
ance  of  permit:  Bufflciency  of  return. 

1.  Courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of  municipal  ordinances  not 

pleaded. 

2.  The  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  building  in- 

spector to  issue  a  permit  pursuant  to  city  ordinances  ahould 
show  the  existence  of  an  ordinance  imposing  such  duty  and 
that  the  duty  is  absolute  or  the  action  under  the  ordinance 
merely  ministerial. 
8.  An  allegation  in  such  petition  that  it  is  the  duty  of  said  in- 
spector, under  the  ordinances  of  the  city,  to  issue  such  permit^ 
does  not  sufficiently  plead  the  ordlnancea  It  is  not  an  ayer- 
ment  of  fact,  but  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  not  admitted  by  de- 
murrer.   Mabshall,  J.,  dissents. 

4.  A  demurrer  to  the  return  to  an  altematlye  writ  of  mandamus 

relates  back  to  the  petition  and  raises  the  question  of  its  suffi- 
ciency. 

5.  The  return  of  a  building  inspector  to  an  alternative  writ  of  man- 

damus commanding  him  to  issue  a  permit  for  certain  repairs 
or  alterations  in  the  basement  of  a  building,  that  "the  super- 
structure is  so  dilapidated,  rotten,  and  in  bad  condition  that 
it  will  be  unwise  and  unsafe  to  permit  the  repair  of  said  build- 
ing in  such  manner,"  is  a  good  return  if  the  ordinances  govern- 
ing his  action  permit  of  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
spector in  refusing  permits. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee counly:  Lawkence  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Re- 
versed. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  awarded  to  the  relator  a  per- 
emptory writ  of  mandamiis  commanding  the  building  inspec- 
tor of  Milwaukee  to  issue  a  permit  for  the  alteration  of  a 
certain  building  in  said  city.  It  followed  an  order  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  to  the  return  to  the  alternative  writ. 

For  the  appellant  there  wore  briefs  by  John  T.  Kelly,  city< 
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attorney,  and  Benjamm  PosSj  special  assistant  city  attorney, 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Poss.  They  cited,  among  other 
authorities,  Laws  of  1887  (vol.  II),  ch.  469 ;  Mibvcnikee  I. 
Co.  V.  Schuhel,  29  Wis.  444;  State  ex  rel.  HeUer  v.  LawUr, 
103  Wis.  460,  79  N.  W.  777 ;  State  ex  rel  Buchaamn  v.  Kel- 
logg, 96  Wis.  672,  70  N.  W.  300;  State  ex  rel.  Oericke  v. 
Mayor,  etc.  99  Wis.  322,  74  N.  W.  783 ;  Stale  ex  rel.  Scher- 
merhom  v.  McCann,  107  Wia  348,  83  N.  W.  647;  26  Cyc. 
290. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
P.  0.  Lewis.  He  cited  People  v.  Board  of  Health,  140  N. 
Y.  1 ;  State  ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Bwrdqe,  96  Wis.  890,  70  N.  W. 
347. 

Timlin,  J.  The  petition  or  relation  upon  which  the  al 
temative  writ  of  rrumdamus,  seeking  to  enforce  the  issue  of  a 
permit  for  repair  of  a  certain  building,  was  issued  contained 
no  statement  that  there  was  enacted,  or  that  there  existed,  an 
ordinance  of  the  city  imposing  a  duty  upon  the  building  in- 
spector to  issue  sudi  permit  Much  less  does  it  disclose  that 
such  duty  was  absolute  or  the  action  thereunder  ministerial. 
The  averment  is  as  follows: 

"Your  petitioner  further  alleges  and  shows  to  the  court 
that  on  the  10th  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1907,  pursuant  to  the 
ordinances  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  he  made  application  to 
Edvxjurd  Y.  Koch,  Esq.,  as  inspector  of  buildings  of  said  city 
of  Milwaukee,  for  a  building  permit  for  the  erection  of  a  brick 
basement  under  said  building,  and  in  all  things  complied  with 
the  ordinances  of  said  city,  and  did  on  the  10th  day  of  July, 
A.  D.  1907,  make  due  application  for  a  permit,  hereto  an- 
nexed, to  build  said  basement  under  said  building,  and  did 
tender  to  and  offer  to  file  with  the  inspector  of  buildings  of 
said  city  plans  and  specifications,  hereto  annexed,  for  the 
erection  of  said  basement,  and  did  at  the  same  time  duly 
tender  to  said  inspector  of  buildings  the  l^al  fee  therefor,  as 
required  by  law;  that  the  inspector  of  buildings  of  said  city 
did  refuse  and  still  does  refuse  to  grant  your  petitioner,  as 
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executor  of  said  estate,  a  permit  to  build  said  basement;  tkat 
it  is  the  duty  of  said  inspector,  under  the  law  and  ordinances 
of  said  city  of  Milwaukee^  to  issue  such  permit'' 

l^o  general  statute  imposes  upon  the  inspector  any  such 
duty.  There  was  no  ordinance  pleaded  showing  any  such 
duty,  giving  the  relation  the  most  liberal  construction. 
Decker  v.  McSorUy,  111  Wis.  91,  86  N.  W.  654;  McQuillan, 
Mun.  Ordinances,  §  874 ;  Buckley  v.  Eisendrath,  68  111.  App. 
864.  The  concluding  statement  above  quoted  is  a  mere  con- 
clusion of  law  not  admitted  by  demurrer,  and  not  an  aver- 
ment of  fact.  It  might  be  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  a  mo- 
tion to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  to  admit  proof  of  the 
ordinance.  But  that  is  not  in  the  case  here,  l^o  ordinance 
is  offered  in  evidence.  We  are  obliged  to  accept  this  state- 
ment as  the  ordinance  or  else  reject  it  as  a  conclusion  of  the 
pleader.  McCime  v.  Nonvich  City  O.  Co.  80  Conn.  821; 
Buffalo  V.  HoUovmy,  7  N.  Y.  493 ;  Angus  v.  Lee,  40  HI.  App. 
804 ;  Morton  v.  Comp.  Oen,  4  S.  C.  430.  The  court  does  not 
take  judicial  notice  of  municipal  ordinances  not  pleaded. 
Davey  v.  JanesviUe,  111  Wis.  628,  87  N.  W.  818 ;  Pettit  v. 
May,  84  Wis.  666 ;  Horn  r.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  88  Wia  468 ; 
Siittgen  v.  Bundle,  99  Wis.  78,  74  K  W.  686. 

The  alternative  writ,  which  is  the  first  process,  but  not  the 
first  pleading,  in  mandamus  recited :  "Whereas  under  the  or- 
dinances of  the  city  of  Milwaukee  it  was  the  duty  of  said  Ed- 
ward  V.  K0ch,  as  such  inspector  of  buildings,  to  issue  unto 
the  petitioner  a  peVmit,'*  etc ;  but  even  here  there  is  no  ordi- 
nance referred  to,  either  by  its  number  or  date  of  passage  or 
publication,  nor  does  it  purport  to  give  either  the  words  or 
the  substance  of  the  ordinance,  and  it  has  only  the  petition  to 
rest  upon,  where  the  averment  is  still  more  defective  The 
building  inspector  made  return  to  the  alternative  writ.  The 
relator  demurred  to  this  return*  This  demurrer  to  the  return 
was  sustained,  and  thereupon,  without  further  trial,  judg- 
ment was  entered  awarding  the  peremptory  writ.     The  trial 
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<;ourt  should  have  carried  the  demurrer  back  to  the  first  de- 
fective pleading;  in  this  case  the  relation  for  the  writ.  This 
precise  point  is  covered  by  State  ex  rel.  Bvms  v,  Elba,  34  Wis. 
169,  and  Stale  ex  rel.  Cuppel  v.  Milwavkee  Cham,  of  Comm. 
47  Wis.  670,  3  K  W.  760.  This  ia  not  a  technical,  but  a 
substantial  and  necessary,  rule  of  law,  because  without  it  we 
would  have  the  anomaly  of  rendering  judgment  for  a  plaint- 
iff who  had  no  cause  of  action — ^that  is,  no  legal  right  vio- 
lated— ^merely  because  the  defendant's  answer  was  defective. 
This  rule  does  not  apply  to  defects  in  the  complaint  which 
may  be  waived  by  answering. 

But  if  the  relation  was  defective  the  return  was  grotesque^ 
It  first  set  forth  that  the  duties  of  the  tuilding  inspector  and 
the  laws  relating  to  the  erection  and  construction  of  buildings 
are  covered  by  ch.  3  of  the  general  ordinances  of  the  city. 
It  nowhere  gives  information  of  the  contents  of  ch.  3,  but  se- 
lects two  sections  (7  and  10)  of  that  chapter  and  sets  them 
forth  in  extenso  twice,  once  in  the  body  of  the  return  and 
again  in  the  order  of  the  building  inspector  attached  to  the 
return  as  an  exhibit.  Sec.  7  provides  for  two  cases,  one  where 
the  building,  wall,  or  part  of  a  building,  platform,  or  staging 
is  dangerous  or  unsafe  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  being 
used  or  in  danger  of  being  set  on  fire  because  of  defects  in  con- 
struction; and  in  these  cases  the  inspector  is  required,  or  au- 
thorized, to  notify  the  owner,  or  his  agent,  in  writing,  speci- 
fying wherein  the  danger  consists  or  wherein  such  building  is 
unsafe  and  defective.  If  the  owner,  or  his  agent,  after  such 
notice  neglects  to  proceed  to  put  the  building  in  a  safe  condi- 
tion or  forthwith  to  pull  down  or  secure  such  building,  etc, 
he  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  The  object  of 
pleading  this  x>art  of  the  ordinance  is  not  apparent,  unless  it 
be  to  show  that  the  building  inspector  did  not  comply  with  it> 
for  it  is  afterward  shown  that,  instead  of  acting  as  therein 
directed,  he  acted  jointly  with  the  health  inspector,  and  in- 
stead of  giving  the  notice  there  required  they  made  an  order 
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^Hhat  said  building  be  torn  down  and  removed  within  sixty 
(60)  days  after  service  upon  you  of  this  notice."  The  other 
paragraph  of  this  sec.  7  pleaded  authorizes  the  inspector  of 
l>uildings  and  the  chief  of  the  fire  department  to  determine 
upon  evidence  that  there  is  actual  and  immediate  danger  of 
the  falling  of  a  building  or  some  part  thereof  so  as  to  endanger 
life,  and  in  that  case  the  building  is  to  be  deemed  a  nuisance 
and  the  inspector  shall  cause  such  work  to  be  done  as  may  be 
necessary  to  render  said  building  or  part  thereof  safe,  or  may 
cause  said  building,  or  such  part  thereof  as  may  be  unsafe, 
to  be  torn  down  or  removed.  The  purpose  of  pleading  this 
section  is  not  obvious,  because  it  is  by  its  terms  limited  to 
biases  of  actual  and  immediate  danger  and  is  to  be  carried  out 
T)y  determination  upon  evidence  of  the  building  inspector  and 
the  chief  of  the  fire  department,  while  in  the  instant  case  there 
is  no  averment  or  finding  of  actual  and  immediate  danger  to 
justify  the  order  to  tear  down,  and  the  building  inspector 
seems  to  have  disregarded  its  provisions  by  proceeding  with- 
out the  chief  of  the  fire  department  and  acting  with  the  un- 
authorized health  commissioner. 

The  sec.  10  pleaded  relates  to  appeals  from  the  decision  of 
"the  inspector  of  buildings  to  a  board  of  arbitration,  but  does 
not  include  appeals  from  the  emergency  orders  of  the  inspec- 
tor and  chief,  and  seems  to  be  also  wholly  irrelevant.  But 
the  capsheaf  of  this  irrelevant  return  is  found  in  the  order  of 
the  arbitrators  on  appeal,  which  is  also  returned,  as  follows : 

"We  find  that  the  buildings  in  question  .  .  .  are  in  a  very 
<lilapidated  condition,  which  as  to  the  two  buildings  known 
as  No.  601  and  No.  603  is  due  mainly  to  their  age,  and  the 
present  value  of  the  foimdations  of  the  aforementioned  two 
"buildings  was  not  taken  into  consideration  because  of  their 
thoroughly  dilapidated  condition.  The  upper  structures, 
after  a  very  careful  and  thorough  examination  as  to  their 
value,  were  found  to  be  damaged  to  a  greater  extent  than 
fifty  per  cent  of  their  original  cost.  We  therefore  find  that 
the  building  inspector's  and  health  department's  orders  must 
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be  sustained  in  condemning  said  two  buildings  (No.  601  and 
603  Cherry  street),  but  we  have  decided  that  the  frame  build- 
ing known  as  No.  605  Cherry  street  may  remain." 

However,  among  the  judicial  farrago  in  the  return  we  find 
the  following  separable  averment: 

"That  in  the  opinion  of  the  inspector  of  buildings  the 
placing  of  a  brick  basement  under  said  house  at  601  Cherry 
street,  as  proposed  in  the  application  for  permit  to  make  al- 
terations, would  not  make  safe  said  building,  for  the  reasons 
hereinbefore  set  forth,  namely,  that  the  superstructure  is  so- 
dilapidated,  rotten,  and  in  bad  condition  that  it  will  be  un- 
wise and  unsafe  to  permit  the  repair  of  said  building  in  such 
.  manner." 

This  is  a  good  return  if  the  ordinances  permit  of  any  dis- 
cretion on  the  part  of  the  inspector  in  refusing  permits. 
But  we  do  not  determine  that  point,  having  no  assurance  that 
we  have  before  us  the  ordinances  bearing  on  that  subject. 
As  it  is,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  orders  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  as  a  demurrer  to  the  relation. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  with  directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  re- 
lation. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  March  2, 1909 : 

'M'ab.shat.t.,  J.  (dissentingy.  I  have  to  dissent  in  this 
case.  It  is  conceded  by  my  brethren  that  if  there  is  an  ordi- 
nance in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  making  it  mandatory  upon 
the  building  inspector,  in  case  of  an  application  being  pre- 
sented to  him  for  a  building  permit,  such  as  was  presented  in 
this  case,  to  issue  such  permit,  then  there  was  a  failure  on 
the  part  of  such  inspector  to  perform  a  plain  ministerial  duty 
giving  cause  for  mandamvs  proceedings,  such  as  were  re- 
sorted to  in  order  to  compel  performance,  and  if  the  existence 
of  such  ordinance  was  sufficiently  pleaded,  as  against  a  de- 
murrer for  insufficiency,  the  writ  of  mandamus  was  properly 
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awarded,  since  the  demurrer  to  the  return,  in  that  case,  was 
properly  sustained,  such  return  being,  as  my  brethren  choose 
to  characterize  it,  as  an  apt  way  of  describing  its  utter  insuffi- 
ciency, "grotesque."  I  do  not  need  to  add  anything  to  what 
is  said  in  the  court's  opinion  as  to  the  irrelevancy  of  tbe  re- 
turn to  the  extent  of  glaring  absurdity. 

The  nde  that  an  issue  of  law  joined  by  a  demurrer  to  a  re- 
tarn  or  an  answer  presents  not  only  the  question  of  law  as  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  second  pleading,  but  also  as  to  tbe  suffi- 
ciency of  the  first  one,  is  elementary;  as  is  also  the  rule  that 
such  principle  is  substantial.  But  I  do  not  understand,  or 
else  do  not  agree  with,  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  conclu- 
sion is  grounded,  that  the  relation  in  this  case  is  not  good  on 
a  challenge  for  insufficiency.  It  states,  in  plain  language, 
that  the  petitioner  presented  to  the  building  inspector  an  ap- 
plication for  a  building  permit  and  complied  in  all  respects 
with  the  ordinance  of  the  city  as  regards  conditions  precedent 
to  his  right  to  such  permit ;  that  the  permit  was  refused,  and 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  said  inspector,  under  the  law  and  ordi- 
nances of  said  city  of  Milwaukee,  to  issue  it 

My  brethren  concede  that  the  allegations  might  be  suffi- 
cient, in  the  absence  of  a  motion  to  make  more  definite  and 
certain,  to  admit  proof  of  the  ordinance.  But  they  say, 
^*that  is  not  the  case  here."  Why  "is  not  that  the  case  here  ?" 
ify  brethren  give  no  reason  except  that  the  demurrer  to  the 
return  should  be  r^arded  as  involving  a  counter  denial  of 
the  sufficiency  of  the  relation.  Then  we  have  this  logic:  A 
complaint,  in  general  terms,  reasonably  suggesting  facts  not 
specifically  set  forth ;  a  pleading  of  the  facts  by  the  legal  re- 
sults, in  a  sense  conclusions  of  law,  is  good  upon  a  challenge 
by  the  defendant  by  demurrer  for  insufficiency,  even  though 
open  to  a  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain.  But  if 
defendant  sees  fit  to  omit  such  motion  and  answers,  and  the 
plaintiflf  demurs  thereto,  whereas,  before,  the  pleading  was 
proof  against  a  formal  demurrer  by  the  defendant,  it  is  not 
Vol.138— 3 
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as  to  die  demurrer  thereto  which  the  law  now  interposes  un- 
der the  principle  before  stated.  Whereas,  before,  by  the 
letter  and  the  broad  liberal  spirit  of  the  Code,  so  often  vindi- 
cated, especially  in  recent  years,  and  so  beneficial,  as  we  have 
had  many  occasions  to  say  in  the  administrations  of  justice, 
whereby  the  pleading  was  good  if  sufiicient  facts  appeared 
expressly  allied  or  by  reasonable  inference,  giving  full  effect 
to  the  facts  pleaded  according  to  their  legal  effect,  where  the 
ultimate  circumstance  might  reasonably  be  viewed  as  a  fact, 
though  viewable  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  facts,  as  well 
{Morse  v.  Gilman,  16  Wis.  504;  Miles  v.  Mut.  B.  F,  L.  Asso. 
108  Wis.  421,  427,  84  K  W.  159;  South  Milwaukee  Co.  v. 
Mwrpliy,  112  Wis.  614,  625,  88  N.  W.  583 ;  Andresen  v.  Up- 
ham  Mfg.  Co.  120  Wis.  561,  564,  98  K  W.  518 ;  Prentice  v. 
Nelson,  134  Wis.  456, 114  K  W.  830),  now  it  must  be  viewed 
by  the  pre-Code  practice,  requiring  it  to  stand  the  test  of 
every  reasonable  intendment  and  presumption  against  it 
(Morse  v.  GUrnan,  supra;  Emerson  v.  Nash,  124  Wis.  369, 
102  N".  W.  921),  involving  the  idea  that,  in  the  new  situa- 
tion, a  demurrer  to  the  second  pleading  may  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  both  a  statutory  demurrer  and  a  motion  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain.  I  must  say  I  do  not  understand 
the  established  practice  to  justify  that  doctrine. 

True,  as  the  relation  stands,  we  are  obliged  to  accept  the 
statement  as  to  the  ordinance  or  else  reject  it  as  a  conclusion 
of  the  pleader,  but  that  is  always  true  in  case  of  testing  facts 
pleaded  by  reasonable  inference,  especially  when  the  allega- 
tion permissibly  takes  the  form  of  pleading  facts  by  their 
legal  effect.  That  is  held  in  the  numerous  cases  in  this  court 
where  such  condition  has  been  held  not  to  militate  against  the 
sufficiency  of  the  pleading  when  challenged  upon  demurrer. 

I  fail  to  see  how  decisions  of  other  states  having  the  com- 
mon-law system,  or  ancient  cases  under  a  Code  like  ours,  but 
with  an  undeveloped  practice  under  it,  or  cases  in  our  court 
as  to  the  admissibility  of  an  ordinance  in  evidence  where  not 
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mentioned  in  the  complaint  at  all  (Stittgen  v.  Rvaidie.  99  Wis. 
78,  74  N.  W.  636,  and  Horn  v.  G.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  38  Wis. 
463),  or  aB  to  the  admission  in  evidence  of  a  copy  of  an  ordi- 
nance, not  properly  certified  under  the  statute  to  make  it  re- 
ceivable {Pettit  V.  May,  34  Wis.  666),  or  as  to  taking  judi- 
cial notice  of  an  ordinance  which,  under  the  general  system 
for  amending  city  charters  by  municipalities,  has  the  char- 
acteristics of  general  public  laws  (Davey  v.  JanesvUle,  111 
Wis.  628,  87  K".  W.  813),  have  any  bearing  on  the  question 
here. 

The  extent  to  which  this  court  has  gone  in  simplification 
of  the  practice  under  the  Code,  avoiding  all  nonessentials,  is 
very  strikingly  illustrated  in  Prentice  v.  Nelson,  134  Wis. 
456,  114  N.  W.  880,  where,  in  a  suit  on  a  treasurer's  bond, 
the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  was  challenged  by  a  general 
demurrer  because,  as  claimed,  it  contained,  as  to  many  of  the 
essential  facts,  only  general  conclusions  which  were  properly 
denominable  conclusions  of  law.  It  was  alleged  that  plaint- 
iff was  the  duly  qualified  treasurer,  etc ;  that  his  bond  was 
duly  approved,  that  his  successor  was  duly  elected  and  quali- 
fied; and  there  were  other  allegations  of  like  character.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled,  the  court  saying: 

'^Where  the  ultimate  fact  essential  to  a  cause  of  action  is 
brought  into  existence  by  a  series  of  detailed  acts  and  events, 
it  is  entirely  competent  and  sufficient  to  plead  those  detail 
acts  according  to  their  legal  effect^  and,  when  so  pleaded  in 
a  complaint,  that  instrument  is  not  obnoxious  to  a  demurrer, 
but,  at  most,  to  amotion  to  make  more  specific  .  .  .  '' 

Does  not  that  fit  the  claimed  insufficiency  in  the  relation 
in  question  most  completely  ? 

I  think  the  insufficiency  claimed  should  be  treated  the  same 
as  in  case  of  a  formal  demurrer  and  that  so  treated  the  rela- 
tion is  sufficient  If  I  be  right,  then  all  will  agree  the  judg- 
ment should  be  affirmed. 

In  closing  I  may  well  remark,  that,  if  I  be  rigbt,  the  result 
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IS  particularly  "unfortunate  to  respondent,  whose  counsel 
doubtless  relied  upon  established  rules  of  pleading  as  did  the 
learned  trial  court,  and  the  question  upon  which  the  case  has 
turned  was  not  raised  in  the  court  below,  or  here,  bj  counseL 


WiLBUBN,  by  guardian  ad  litem,  Eespondent,  vs.  Land  and 
wife,  imp.,  Appellants. 

January  26 — February  16,  1909, 

Ejectment:  Legal  title  or  right  of  possession  essential:  Homestead: 
Conveyance  without  wife's  signature, 

1.  Legal  title  or  estate,  or  immediate  legal  right  to  possession,  are 

essential  prerequisites  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  of  eject- 
ment. 

2.  A  convej'ance  by  a  married  man  of  his  homestead  without  the 

signature  of  his  wife,  even  if  it  might,  under  sec.  2203,  Stats. 
(1898),  be  effective  as  a  contract  to  convey,  did  not  vest  In  the 
grantee  either  legal  title  or  right  to  possession  such  as  would 
enable  him  to  maintain  ejectment 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Orben  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Action  of  ejectment  tried  to  the  court  without  a  jury. 
Both  parties  deraign  title  from  John  Arqnett:  plaintiff  un- 
der a  quitclaim  deed  of  an  nndivided  one-half  of  the  prem- 
ises, expressing  a  consideration  of  $1,500,  dated  December 
20,  1902,  and  recorded  March  5,  1903,  executed  by  John 
Arquett,  alone,  who  at  that  time  was  a  married  man  and  with 
his  wife  occupied  the  premises  in  question  as  a  homestead, 
they  being  owned  in  common,  one  half  by  Arquett  and  one 
half  by  his  wife,  and  being  within  the  statutory  limits  of 
area  and  value.  The  defendants  claim  title  under  a  war- 
ranty deed  from  John  Arquett  and  his  wife,  in  consideration 
of  $1,250,  dated  August  31,  1905,  at  which  time  John 
Arquett  and  his  wife  surrendered  possession  to  defendants, 
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-who  have  since  occupied  the  same  by  tenants.  The  court 
found  OB  fact  that  the  quitclaim  deed  to  the  plaintiff  was  for 
a  good  and  valuable  consideration,  notwithstanding  her  own 
undisputed  and  unqualified  testimony  that  she  paid  no  con- 
sideration whatever,  and  that  the  transaction  was  a  volun- 
tary gift  She  is  a  daughter  of  John  Arquett  The  court 
made  conclusion  of  law  that  plaintiff  wa8  the  owner  of  an 
undivided  half  interest  in  the  premises  and  waa  entitled  to 
recover  on  reimbursing  certain  sums  paid  by  the  defendants 
in  discharge  of  incumbrances  and  taxes  and  making  of  certain 
improvements,  and  so  adjudged,  from  which  judgment  the 
defendants  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  jB.  RevJcema  and 
Otto  A.  Lemke,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  LemJee. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Bvbin  &  Zabel, 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  ZdbeL 

Dodge,  J.  Legal  title  or  estate,  or  immediate  legal  right 
to  possession,  are  essential  prerequisites  to  the  maintenance  of 
an  action  of  ejectment  Sec  3074,  Stats.  (1898)  ;  Eaton  v. 
Smith,  19  Wis.  537;  Kinney  v.  Dexter,  81  Wis.  80,  51  N. 
W.  82;  Grindo  v.  McGee,  111  Wis.  531,  535,  87  K  W.  468. 
Under  secL  2203,  Stats.  (1898),  the  conveyance  from  John 
Arquett  to  the  plaintiff  of  his  homestead  without  his  wife's 
consent  evidenced  by  her  joining  in  the  deed  was  absolutely 
void,  at  least  as  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title.  Ferguson  v. 
Mason,  60  Wis.  377,  390,  19  K  W.  420 ;  Whitmore  v.  Hay, 
85  Wis.  240,  250,  55  K  W.  708;  Tovm  v.  Oensch,  101  Wis. 
445,  451,  76  N.  W.  1096,  77  K  W.  893.  True,  this  statute 
had,  by  construction,  prior  to  its  amendment  by  ch.  45,  Laws 
of  1905,  been  somewhat  emasculated  of  its  protective  eflBcacy, 
but  such  construction  proceeded  no  further  than  to  accord  to 
an  attempted  conveyance  without  the  wife's  signature  effect 
as  evidencing  an  executory  contract  to  convey  at  some  future 
time  and  not  until  all  homestead  rights  had  been  satisfied. 
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Conrad  v.  Schwamh,  53  Wis.  372,  10  K  W.  396 ;  Tovm  v. 
Oensch,  supra;  Jerdee  v.  Furbush,  115  Wis.  277,  91  K  W. 
661.  Such  a  contract,  however,  is  not  effective  to  vest  in  the 
grantee  either  legal  title  or  right  of  possession.  To  that  end, 
a  court  of  equity  must  decide  whether,  in  equity,  the  convey- 
ance of  legal  title  should  be  specifically  enforced,  or  plaintiff 
be  left  to  legal  remedies  for  breach.  Hanson  v.  Michelson, 
19  Wis.  498,  508;  Whitmcre  v.  Hauy,  85  Wis.  240,  249,  55 
K  W.  708;  MvUigam.  v.  Albertz,  103  Wis.  140,  148,  78  N. 
W.  1093 ;  Willey  v.  Hodge,  104  Wis.  81,  80  K  W.  76 ;  Park 
V.  M.,  St  P.  &  8.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  114  Wis.  347,  353,  89  K  W. 
532.  It  follows  necessarily  that  plaintiff  has  not  shown  any 
right  to  recover  in  this  action,  even  if  the  conveyance  by 
Arquett  and  his  wife  of  the  homestead  properly  to  another 
and  consequent  abandonment  of  the  premises  as  a  homestead 
constitutes  a  condition  upon  which  the  deed  might  become 
effective  as  a  contract  to  convey, — a  question  which  we  do  not 
decide. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  dismiss  tlie  complaint. 


DuPFT  and  another,  Eespondents,  vs.  Radkb,  Appellant. 

January  26— February  16,  1909. 

Witnesses:  Impeachment:  Motion  for  new  trial:  Questions  ralseSr 
Excessive  damages. 

1.  Evidence  to  impeach  defendant  as  a  witness  was  properly  ad- 

mitted where  a  foundation  for  it  was  laid  by  showing  that  the 
witnesses  based  their  conclusions  upon  their  knowledge  of  his 
general  reputation  among  those  with  whom  he  resided,  and  the 
inquiry  was  restricted  to  whether,  in  view  of  defendant's  gen- 
eral reputation  for  truth  and  veracity,  the  witnesses  would  be* 
lieve  him  under  oath. 

2.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial,  not  specifying  as  a  ground  therefor 

that  the  damages  are  excessive,  does  not  raise  that  question. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Wabebn  D.  Taeeant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  plaintiffs,  a  firm  of  attorneys  at  Fond  du  Lac,  com- 
menced an  action,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  in  Ihe  cir- 
cuit court  for  Sheboygan  counly,  to  set  aside  deeds  from  the 
sheriff  of  Sheboygan  county  to  M.  Winter  Lumber  C!ompany 
and  from  this  company  to  Cudahy  Bros.  Company.  The 
case  was  prosecuted  to  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
in  this  action.  At  this  time  the  plaintiffs  received  from  the 
present  defendant  the  sum  of  $375,  which  was  a  payment  in 
addition  to  others  previously  received.  The  following  re- 
ceipt was  given: 

'Ttfilwaukee,  Wis.,  Nov.  3,  1900. 
"Received  from  John  Radke  three  hundred  seventy-five 
dollars  ($375.00)  in  full  for  services  up  to  that  date  in  the 
case  of  John  JRadke  against  M.  Winter  Lumber  Company 
pending  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  county  of  Sheboygan  and 
state  of  Wisconsin.     We  agreed  to  pay  the  clerk's  fee. 

"Duffy  &  McCroet. 
"John  H.  Eadkb. 
^TCn  the  event  of  this  case  being  tried  again  in  circuit  court, 
we  hereby  agree  to  do  the  work  in  circuit  court  free  of  charge. 

"Duffy  &  McCkoby." 

The  case  was  appealed  to  the  supreme  court,  and  this  action 
is  brought  to  recover  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due  the  plaint- 
iffs for  their  disbursements  and  their  services  in  preparing 
proposed  amendments  to  the  proposed  bill  of  exceptions,  in 
attending  circuit  court  at  Sheboygan  on  two  occasions  for  the 
])urpose  of  settling  the  bill  of  exceptions,  in  preparing  the 
brief  on  appeal,  and  in  arguing  the  case  in  the  supreme  court. 
The  amount  claimed,  inclusive  of  $44.29  which  was  disbursed 
for  printing  the  brief  and  for  hotel  expenses  and  railroad 
fares,  amounts  to  $321.29,  with  a  credit  of  $50. 

In  his  answer  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  payment  re- 
ceipted for  was  in  full  for  all  past  and  future  services  in  the 
case  by  the  plaintiffs. 
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Upon  the  trial  plaintiffs  introduced  evidence  of  the  amount 
and  value  of  the  services  rendered  and  of  the  amount  of  the 
disbursements.  Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  defendant 
tending  to  show  that  there  was  a  settlement  and  payment  in 
full  for  the  services.  Evidence  by  the  plaintiffs  was  admitted 
impeaching  the  defendant  They  also  attempted  to  introduce 
evidence  of  specific  acts  which  would  tend  to  prejudice  the 
jury  against  the  defendant  This  evidence  was  excluded  by 
the  court  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  plaintiffs'  favor 
for  the  amount  claimed.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict 

R.  L.  Eaton,  ior  the  appellant 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  respondents  on  the  brief  of 
/.  (?.  Ha/rdgrove. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  contention  that  the  court  erred  in  the 
admission  of  evidence  to  impeach  the  defendant  cannot  be 
sustained.  The  record  shows  that  a  foundation  for  the  re- 
ception of  such  evidence  was  properly  laid  by  showing  that 
the  witnesses  based  their  conclusions  upon  their  knowledge  of 
defendant's  general  reputation  among  those  with  whom  he  re- 
sided, and  the  form  of  inquiry  was  properly  restricted  to  the 
inquiry  whether,  in  view  of  defendant's  general  reputation 
for  truth  and  veracity,  the  witness  would  believe  him  under 
oath. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  verdict  is  not  supported  by  tlic 
evidence.  This  contention  is  met  by  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff  McCrory.  He  testifies  that  the  services  were  ren- 
dered, as  alleged,  under  an  agreement  with  defendant  to  act 
as  his  attorneys  in  the  action  in  circuit  and  supreme  courts, 
that  they  were  not  fully  paid,  and  that  the  charges  were  for 
services  actually  and  necessarily  rendered  in  the  prosecution 
of  the  case  to  final  judgment  It  is  not  necessary  to  restate 
the  various  items  of  services  so  testified  to  to  show  that  the 
amount  awarded  by  the  jury  did  not  exceed  the  amount  of  the 
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balance  daimed  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  specifying  that  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the 
evidence^  does  not  raise  the  question  of  exiseosive  damages. 
To  raise  this  question  the  motion  must  specifically  assign  that 
ground.  Howard  v.  BeldefwUle  L,  Co.  134  Wia  644,  114 
N.  W.  1114.  The  trial  court  properly  awarded  judgmant 
for  the  amount  found  by  the  jury. 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  aflBrmed. 

Kebwik,  J.,  took  no  part 


HiRTZ,  Appellant,  vs.  Wald  and  another,  Bespondenta. 

January  26— February  16, 1909. 

Life  insurance:  Change  of  henefldary:  Fraud:  Undue  influence:  Evi- 
dence: Trial  hy  jury  or  hy  court:  CanceUation  of  instruments, 

1.  Findings  that  at  the  time  of  making  a  change  In  the  beneficiary 

of  his  life  Insurance  the  insured  was  mentally  competent,  and 
that  the  change  was  not  induced  by  fraud,  coercion,  or  undue 
Influence,  are  held  not  to  be  contrary  to  a  clear  preponderance 
of  the  evidence. 

2.  Where  the  relief  asked  was  the  cancellation,  on  the  ground  of 

fraud,  of  an  Instrument  changing  the  beneficiary  of  life  insur- 
ance, the  issue  was  properly  triable  by  the  court 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Laweenoe  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  respondents 
and  against  the  appellant,  who  were  interpleaded  defendants 
at  the  suit  of  the  ITew  York  Life  Insurance  Company. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Bubin  &  Zdbel,  and 
oral  argument  by  W.  C,  Zabel.  As  to  the  mental  competency 
of  the  deceased,  they  cited  Holden  v.  Meadows,  31  Wis.  284; 
In  re  Lewis's  Will  51  Wis.  101,  7  K  W.  829. 
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^Y^Uicum  L.  TibbSj  for  the  respondents :  The  action  is  equi- 
table and  triable  by  the  court  Fraedrich  v.  Flieth,  64  Wis. 
184,  25  N.  W.  28;  Qurm  v.  Madigan,  28  Wis.  158;  Fa//- 
banks  v.  Holliday,  59  Wis.  77,  17  N.  W.  675;  Clark  v. 
Mosher,  107  N.  Y.  118.  The  findings  will  not  be  disturbed 
unless  contrary  to  a  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
Senour  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  96  Wis.  469,  471,  71  N.  W.  883 ; 
Monisen  v.  Plankinton,  96  Wis.  166,  71  K  W.  98;  Menz  v. 
Beebe,  102  Wis.  342,  77  N.  W.  913,  78  K  W.  601;  Bruce 
v.  MUler,  72  Wis.  404,  39  N.  W.  554. 

Timlin,  J.  The  New  York  Life  Insurance  Company  be- 
gan this  action  of  interpleader  against  the  above-named  de- 
fendants, who  made  conflicting  claims  to  the  proceeds  of  a 
policy  of  life  insurance  for  $1,000  in  the  said  company  upon 
the  life  of  Jacob  L.  Wald,  in  which  policy  the  appellant, 
Antoineite  Hvrdz,  who  was  under  an  engagement  of  marriage 
with  the  insured,  was  named  as  beneficiary.  On  May  10, 
1905,  upon  his  deathbed  and  about  an  hour  before  his  death, 
in  the  absence  of  and  without  the  knowledge  of  Miss  Hintz, 
Jacob  L.  Wald  executed  a  writing  making  his  brother,  the 
respondent  Harry  H.  Wald,  and  his  sister,  the  respondent 
Adele  Henningfeld,  beneficiaries  of  the  policy  in  question  in 
place  of  Miss  Hintz.  The  pleading  of  the  latter  averred  that 
this  writing  was  made  while  the  insured  was  mentally  in- 
capacitated by  sickness,  and  was  induced  by  fraud,  undue  in- 
fluence, and  coercion  practiced  upon  the  insured  by  the  re- 
spondents, and  asked  to  have  this  writing  canceled.  The 
circuit  court  found  that  the  insured  was  at  the  time  in  ques- 
tion mentally  competent  and  that  there  was  no  fraud,  coer- 
cion, persuasion,  or  undue  influence  used  to  induce  the  change 
of  beneficiaries.  These  findings  are  assailed  as  not  supported 
by  the  evidence. 

It  appears  to  us  that  notwithstanding  the  evidence  is  quite 
unsatisfactory,  still  there  is  evidence  to  support  the  findings. 
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The  attending  physician  and  several  of  the  friends  of  the 
dying  man  testified  to  his  mental  competency,  and,  although 
the  facts  and  circumstances  to  the  contrary  are  quite  cogent, 
we  do  not  feel  authorized  to  overthrow  the  finding  of  the 
court  below  upon  this  point  Considerable  persuasion  was 
no  doubt  indulged  in  by  the  attending  physician,  and  the  find- 
ing of  the  court  so  far  as  it  says  that  no  persuasion  was  used 
is  not  correct  But  whether  this  persuasion  amounted  to 
fraud,  coercion,  or  undue  influence  is  quite  another  question. 
The  insured  had  been  sick  at  or  near  Denver,  Colorado^  and 
the  respondent  Harry  brought  him  back  home  to  Milwaukee 
at  some  expense.  The  attending  physician,  at  the  instance 
of  Harry,  requested  the  insured  to  secure  repayment  of  these 
expenses  to  Harry  by  a  change  of  the  insurance  policy,  and 
suggested  to  the  insured  that  his  time  of  life  was  short  A 
lawyer  was  sent  for,  who  drew  up  and  had  signed  by  the  in- 
sured a  substitution  of  the  respondents  as  beneficiaries. 

Had  the  evidence  disclosed  nothing  further  it' is  probable 
the  change  of  beneficiaries  could  not  be  upheld.  But  the  re- 
spondent Harry,  after  having  been  made  competent  to  testify 
on  that  subject  by  an  examination  of  him  by  the  appellant's 
attorneys  as  an  adverse  witness,  which  examination  covered 
the  transactions  in  question,  testified,  upon  cross-examination 
or  re-examination  by  his  own  counsel,  that  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  interview  between  the  insured  and  the  attending 
physician  above  referred  to  he  was  called  in  to  the  bedside  of 
the  insured  by  the  attending  physician,  and  that  thereupon 
the  insured  said  to  him  that  he  wished  to  leave  Harry  $500 
and  $500  to  Adele  HenningfelcL  A  lawyer  was  sent  for, 
who  drew  up  a  writing  to  this  effect  before  seeing  the  insured 
and  in  an  outer  room  at  the  suggestion  of  Harry.  The  law- 
yer took  this  writing  to  the  bedside  of  the  insured  and  read 
it  over  to  him.  The  insured  appeared  conscious  of  what  he 
was  doing,  and  suggested  a  correction  in  the  name  of  tiie  re- 
spondent Adele,  and,  propped  up  in  bed,  signed  the  instru- 
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meat  so  presented  by  making  his  mark^  he  being  too  weak  to 
write. 

This,  in  our  opinion,  presents  a  case  on  iJie  evidence  which 
might  be  decided  in  favor  of  or  against  the  validity  of  the 
change  of  beneficiaries.  The  evidence  presented  a  question 
of  fact  upon  that  subject.  We  find  no  such  clear  preponder- 
ance of  evidence  as  is  necessary  in  order  to  overthrow  the 
findings  of  the  court  below.  Senowr  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  96 
Wis.  469,  471,  71  N.  W.  883. 

The  appellant  demanded  a  jury  trial,  which  was  refused, 
and  she  assigns  error  upon  the  refusal  of  the  court  below  to 
grant  the  request  But  she  does  not  argue  this  at  length  or 
cite  authorities.  Considering  the  relief  of  cancellation  de- 
manded in  the  appellant's  pleading,  it  seems  that  the  issue  was 
properly  triable  by  the  court  Clark  v.  Mosher,  107  N.  Y. 
118,  14  N.  E.  96;  Fraedrich  v.  Flieth,  64  Wis.  184,  25  K 
W.  28. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 


OsnoCy  Appellant,  vs.  Milwaukee  Electbio  Bailwat  & 
Light  Compant,  Respondent 

January  26— February  16, 1909. 

Street  railways:  Collision  toith  vehicle:  Oontrihutpry  negligence: 
Court  and  jury:  Duty  of  person  about  to  cross  tracks. 

1.  In  an  action  for  Injuries  sustained  In  a  collision  with  a  street 
car  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  as  plaintiff  got 
into  his  inclosed  laundry  sleigh,  which  was  fronting  north  on 
the  west  side  of  a  street,  he  saw  the  car  approaching  from  the 
north  and  at  least  900  feet  away  and  saw  several  people  stand- 
ing on  the  corner  of  an  Intervening  street  apparently  Intending 
to  take  the  car;  that  he  Immediately  started  to  turn  around, 
but  did  not  look  again  at  the  car;  that  after  partially  making 
the  turn  his  back  was  toward  the  car  and  his  vision  otherwise 
obstructed;  that  In  making  the  turn  the  fore  feet  of  the  horse 
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went  just  beyond  tbe  east  rail  of  the  south-bound  track;  that 
the  time  which  would  be  consumed  In  making  the  turn  and 
clearing  the  track  would  not  exceed  half  a  minute;  that  the 
Blelgh  had  almost  cleared  the  track  when  It  was  struck;  that 
the  car  was  running  at  an  ezcesslye  rate  of  speed;  and  that 
the  motorman  failed  to  ase  reasonable  precaution  to  prevent 
the  collision.  Held,  that  It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
plaintiff  was  negligent. 

S.  Unless  there  Is  enough  in  the  testimony  to  enable  a  court  to  say, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  granted  on  that  ground. 

8.  Contributory  negligence  is  a  defense  that  must  ordinarily  be 
shown  by  affirmatlTe  evidence  or  by  logical  Inference  from 
such  evidence,  and  is  not  established  by  a  mere  absence  of 
proof. 

4.  A  person  about  to  cross  the  track  of  a  street  railway  must,  as  In 
the  case  of  a  steam  railroad,  look  and  listen  for  approaching 
cars;  but  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two  cases,  In  that 
the  person  wishing  to  cross  the  street  railway  track  In  advance 
of  an  approaching  car  has  the  right  of  way  and  may  proceed 
without  being  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  If,  calculating 
reasonably  from  the  standpoint  of  a  person  of  ordinary  care 
and  intelligence  so  circumstanced,  he  has  sufficient  time,  pro- 
ceeding reasonably,  to  clear  the  track  without  interfering  with 
the  movement  of  the  car,  assuming  that  It  Is  moving  at  a  rea- 
sonable and  lawful  rate  of  speed — provided,  however,  that  if, 
in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  the  person  about  to  cross  can 
see  that  the  car  is  approaching  at  an  unlawful  or  unusual 
speed,  he  must  take  that  fact  into  consideration  In  deciding 
whether  there  Is  time  for  him  to  safely  clear  the  track. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Oebbn  T.  Wiixiams,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to 
person  and  to  property.  The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a 
laundry  sleigh  and  horse,  and  at  about  5 :30  o'clock  p.  m.  of 
February  8,  1907,  delivered  laundry  to  a  building  located  on 
the  west  side  of  Third  street  and  about  midway  between 
Locust  street  on  the  north  and  Hadley  street  on  the  south. 
Third  street  is  one  of  the  principal  business  streets  of  the  city 
of  Milwaukee,  and  a  double  track  street  car  line  is  operated 
thereon.     While  making  the  delivery  the  plaintiff's  horse 
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faced  north  and  stood  adjacent  to  the  curbing  on  the  west  side 
of  the  street  After  the  laundry  was  delivered  the  plaintiff 
picked  up  the  weight  to  which  a  line  had  been  attached  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  the  horse,  placed  the  weight  in  the 
sleigh,  and  stepped  into  the  seat.  While  doing  so,  and  before 
starting  the  horse,  he  looked  to  the  north  and  observed  a  south- 
bound street  car  approaching  him,  which,  according  to  his 
calculation,  was  about  900  feet  distant  at  the  time.  He  im- 
mediately started  to  turn  his  horse  around  so  as  to  proceed 
homeward.  In  making  the  turn  it  appeared  that  the  front 
feet  of  the  horse  extended  a  little  beyond  the  east  rail  of  the 
south-bound  track.  The  runners  of  the  sleigh  were  carried 
over  one,  if  not  both,  of  the  rails  of  the  same  track.  Before 
the  turn  was  completed,  so  that  the  sleigh  would  clear  the 
passing  car,  the  collision  occurred  which  resulted  in  the  in- 
jury and  damage  complained  of. 

The  sleigh  was  completely  inclosed,  having  a  vestibule  in 
the  front  and  a  glass  door  in  the  rear.  It  also  appears  that 
there  was  a  glass  in  the  front  of  the  vestibule,  but  whether  or 
not  it  extended  to  the  sides  thereof  does  not  appear  from  the 
testimony.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  it  would  require  less 
time  than  half  a  minute  to  make  the  turn.  He  also  testified 
that,  when,  he  looked  north  and  saw  the  car  approaching,  he 
also  saw  some  people  at  the  southwest  comer  of  Third  and 
Locust  streets,  apparently  waiting  to  take  the  approaching 
car*  The  car  did  not  stop  there,  however,  and  there  is  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  no  warning  was  given  immediately 
before  the  collision  and  that  the  motorman  did  not  make  any 
attempt  to  lessen  the  speed  of  the  car  until  it  was  too  late  to 
avoid  the  collision;  furthermore,  that  there  was  nothing  to 
obstruct  the  motorman's  view  of  the  plaintiff's  vehicle. 
There  was  also  some  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  car 
in  question  waa  proceeding  at  about  twice  the  ordinary  rate 
of  speed. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  the  court  granted  a 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  looked 
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again  in  the  direction  of  the  approaching  car,  before  entering 
upon  the  tracks,  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  safe  to  attempt  to 
make  the  tiim.  Judgment  was  entered  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint^ from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken«  The 
error  assigned  is  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  granting  a  non- 
suit 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Houghton  dc  Neelen, 
and  oral  argument  by  F.  W.  HottgMon.  They  cited  Joyce, 
Electric  Law,  §§  570,  572,  594;  McCormack  v.  Nassau  E. 
R.  Co.  18  App.  Div.  333,  46  K  T.  Supp.  230;  Indicmapolis 
SL  R.  Co.  V.  Marschhe,  166  Ind.  490,  77  N.  E.  945 ;  Indiom- 
apolis  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Bolin,  89  Ind.  App.  169,  78  K  E.  210; 
^YUliam3(m  v.  Old  Colony  St.  R.  Co.  101  Mass.  144,  77  N. 
E.  656 ;  Ttsch  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  108  Wis.  593, 
608;  Hanlon  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  £  L.  Co.  118  Wis.  210, 
215,  217. 

Clarke  M.  Rosecrantz,  for  the  respondent,  contended,  irvter 
<iUa,  that  the  trial  court's  construction  of  ambiguous  testi- 
mony will  rarely  be  disturbed.  Kamp  v.  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co. 
122  Wis.  206,  210.  The  law  condemns  the  plaintiff's  con- 
duct as  negligent  Dummerv.  Milwaxikee  E.  R.  dc  L.  Co.  108 
Wis.  689 ;  Ouhl  v.  WhUcomb,  109  Wis.  69,  75 ;  Ooldmarm  v. 
MUwanJeee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  123  Wis.  168.  The  following 
cases  declare  that  when,  "as  established  by  the  result,"  a  trav- 
eler enters  upon  a  track  at  a  time  when  a  car  is  in  plain  sight, 
and  its  location  and  speed  such  as  to  make  some  diminution  of 
the  si)eed  of  the  car  necessary  in  order  to  insure  the  traveler's 
safety,  he  accepts  the  consequences  of  attempting  to  make  the 
<;rossing,  and  voluntarily  assumes  the  risk :  Flynn  v.  Eastern 
R.  Co.  83  Wis.  238,  245 ;  Eogan  v.  Winnebago  T.  Co.  121 
Wis.  123 ;  Waiermolen  v.  Fox  River  E.  R.  £  P.  Co.  110  Wis. 
153,  155,  166;  Marshall  v.  O.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  125  Wi&  96; 
Clemens  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  dc  0.  R.  Co.  137  Wis.  387. 

Babnxs,  J.  The  evidence  fails  to  disclose  the  width  of  the 
street  or  the  distance  between  the  curb  and  the  south-bound 
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track.  It  is  in  many  respects  unsatisfactory,  apparently  bo- 
cause  the  witnesses  were  unable  to  express  themselves  under> 
standingly.  There  is  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
have  found  that  when  the  plaintiff  took  his  seat  in  the  sleigh 
and  lifted  in  the  weight  to  which  the  horse  had  been  hitched, 
he  looked  north  and  saw  a  car  approaching  him  and  about  90O 
feet  distant,  with  an  intervening  street,  upon  the  comer  of 
which  several  people  were  standing,  apparently  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  the  car;  that  plaintiff  immediately  started  to 
turn  around,  but  did  not  look  again;  that  after  partially 
making  the  turn  his  back  would  be  toward  the  approaching 
car  and  his  vision  otherwise  obstructed ;  that  in  making  the 
turn  the  front  feet  of  the  horse  extended  just  beyond  the  east 
rail  of  the  souih-bound  track;  that  the  length  of  time  that 
would  be  consumed  in  making  the  turn  and  clearing  the  traxi 
would  not  exceed  half  a  minute  and  might  be  somewhat  less  ; 
that  the  car  was  running  at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed ;  and 
that  the  motorman  failed  to  use  reasonable  precaution  to  pre- 
vent the  collision-  There  was  also  some  testimony  in  the 
case  which  tended  to  show  that  the  car  was  somewhat  further 
away  from  the  plaintiff  than  he  thought  it  was  when  he  looked. 
The  question  is.  Do  the  facts  stated  present  so  clear  a  case 
of  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  war- 
rant a  trial  court  in  saying  that  there  was  no  question  for  the 
jury  to  pass  upon  in  that  regard  ?  There  is  no  evidence  in  tlie 
case  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  mistaken  in  estimating 
that  the  car  was  at  least  900  feet  away  from  him  when  he 
looked.  His  statement  of  the  time  it  would  take  him  to  turn 
around  so  as  to  clear  the  track  is  an  estimate,  but  does  not 
appear  to  be  an  unreasonable  one.  If  he  only  proceeded  at 
the  rate  of  two  miles  an  hour  he  would  travel  eighty-eight 
feet  in.  half  a  minuta  It  woxdd  seem  that  this  was  a  greater 
distance  than  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  traverse  in  order  to 
turn  his  vehicle  and  clear  the  tracL  Here  again  we  find 
great  uncertainty  in  the  testimony  as  to  the  distance  his  horse 


16]  JANUAEY  TERM,  1909.  49 

Grimm  v.  Milwaukee  £.  B.  d  L.  Co.  138  Wis.  44. 

in  fact  did  travel,  or  the  speed  at  whicli  it  traveled,  before  the 
collision.  The  speed  of  the  approadiing  car  vrould  have  to 
slightly  exceed  twenty  miles  per  hour  in  order  to  travel  900 
feet  in  one  half  minute.  There  is  also  a  lack  of  testimony 
as  to  the  nsual  and  customary  speed  of  cars  in  the  outskirts  of 
the  city,  and  plaintiff  does  not  give  us  the  benefit  of  any  knowl- 
edge or  experience  he  may  have  had  upon  the  subject.  The 
lack  of  evidence  on  certain  points  enumerated,  however,  does 
not  materially  assist  the  contention  of  respondent  Unless 
there  is  enough  in  the  testimony  to  enable  a  court  to  say,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  the  nonsuit  should  not  have  been  granted  on  that 
ground. 

If  plaintiff  did  not  exercise  ordinary  care,  it  must  be,  as 
far  as  the  testimony  now  before  us  discloses,  because  he  failed 
to  look  again  at  the  approaching  car  before  driving  his  horse 
upon  the  tracks,  or  because  he  attempted  to  make  the  turn 
after  observing  that  the  car  was  but  900  feet  from  him. 
There  is  nothing  to  show,  directly  at  least,  that  he  drove  un- 
necessarily slow  or  that  he  continued  to  drive  along  the  track 
a  greater  distance  than  was  necessary.  The  testimony  of  the 
vritness  Kraschinsky  is  somewhat  confusing  upon  the  latter 
point;  too  much  so,  we  think,  to  draw  any  reasonable  infer- 
ence therefrom. 

This  court  has  many  times  defined  the  duty  of  a  traveler  to 
look  and  listen  in  approaching  a  railway  track.  Two  such 
cases  have  been  decided  during  the  present  term  (Clemons 
V.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  137  Wis.  387,  119  K  W.  102, 
and  Smith  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  137  Wis.  97,  118  K  W. 
638),  and  the  decisions  of  the  court  upon  this  point  are 
numerous;  so  numerous  that  the  law  thereon  should  be  con- 
sidered settled  in  so  far  as  this  court  can  settle  it.  But  the 
rule  is  to  be  applied  with  reason.  Manifestly  the  plaintiff 
could  make  no  accurate  estimate  of  the  speed  of  the  ap- 
proaching car  considering  the  time  of  day  and  where  he  was 
Vol.138— 4 


60  SUPREME  COURT  OE  WISCONSIN.      [Feb. 

Grimm  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  138  Wis.  44. 

with  reference  to  it  In  the  very  short  space  of  time  it  took 
him  to  swing  his  horse  from  the  curbing  to  the  car  tracks  the 
position  of  the  car  would,  in  all  probability,  no  more  indicate 
peril  than  did  its  position  when  he  did  look.  If  he  had 
been  mistaken  as  to  the  place  the  car  was  when  he  saw  it, 
and  it  was  in  fact  much  nearer  than  he  supposed,  the  peril 
might  be  avoided  by  a  second  look  before  driving  his  horse 
upon  the  track,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  was  mistaken. 
If  he  was  bound,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this 
case,  to  take  a  second  look,  it  was  because  he  was  negligent 
in  the  first  instance  in  concluding  to  attempt  to  turn  around. 

A  person  approaching  the  track  of  a  steam  railroad  is  bound 
to  look  for  approaching  trains^  and  must  use  his  sense  of  sight 
at  the  last  moment  of  opportunity  before  passing  the  line  be- 
tween safety  and  peril,  and  mere  diversion  of  attention  is  not 
a  sufiicient  excuse  for  failure  so  to  do.  He  is  not  at  liberty  to 
calculate  how  long  it  will  take  an  approaching  train  to  reach 
the  crossing  if  running  at  a  lawful  and  usual  rate  of  speed. 
He  must  anticipate  that  it  may  be  running  at  an  excessive 
speed  and  may  reach  the  crossing  before  he  can  safely  pass  it 
Clemons  v.  C,  St  P.,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.,  supra;  Ovhl  v.  Whit- 
comb,  109  Wis.  69,  85  N.  W.  142 ;  Schroeder  v.  Wis.  Cent. 
B.  Co.  117  Wis.  33,  93  N.  W.  837  iKoester  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  106  Wis.  460,  82  K  W.  295;  Schneider  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  378,  75  N.  W.  169 ;  Hain  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  135  Wis,  303,  116  K  W.  20 ;  Marshall  v.  0.  B.  & 
W.  R.  Co.  125  Wis.  96,  103  K  W.  249. 

The  obligation  to  use  the  senses  of  sight  and  of  hearing  be- 
fore proceeding  to  cross  the  tracks  of  a  street  railway  com- 
pany is  no  lees  mandatory  than  in  the  case  of  crossing  tlie 
tracks  of  a  steam  road.  Ooldmann  v.  MilwauJcee  E.  R.  &  L. 
Co.  123  Wis.  168,  170,  101  K  W.  384;  Dummer  v.  MUwaw- 
kee  E.  R.  £  L.  Co.  108  Wis.  589,  84  K  W.  853;  Tesch  v. 
Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  108  Wis.  593,  84  K  W.  823 ; 
Watermolen  v.  Fox  River  E.  R.  &  P.  Co.  110  Wis.  153,  85 
N.  W.  663. 


16]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  61 

Grimm  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  A  L.  Co.  138  Wis.  44. 

In  the  absence  of  any  showing  as  to  the  distance  the  plaint- 
iff's horse  traveled,  or  the  length  of  time  it  traveled  after  the 
plaintiff  looked  at  the  approaching  car  and  before  it  passed 
the  danger  line,  the  court  can  hardly  assume  that  the  failure 
to  look  a  second  time  was  negligenca  The  time  may  have 
been  so  short  that  the  distance  traveled  by  the  car  would  have 
been  a  negligible  factor  in  determining  whether  or  not  the 
turn  might  be  made  with  safety.  Contributory  negligence 
is  a  defense  that  must  ordinarily  be  shown  by  affirmative  evi- 
dence or  by  logical  inference  from  such  evidence,  and  is  not 
established  by  a  mere  absence  of  proof.  Haetsch  v.  C.  &  N. 
W.  B.  Co.  87  Wis.  304,  58  K  W.  393. 

Under  the  authorities  cited  and  many  others  that  might 
be  cited,  if  the  plaintiff  had  driven  on  the  tracks  of  a  steam 
railroad  under  the  circumstances  that  he  entered  upon  the 
tracks  of  the  street  railway  company  here,  the  court  might 
well  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  And  this  leads  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  ques^ 
tion  whether  any  distinction  should  be  drawn  between  the 
two  classes  of  roads,  particularly  where  one  is  operated  in  the 
busy  streets  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  Important  as  the 
street  railway  lines  are,  it  goes  without  saying  that  their  right 
to  the  use  of  public  streets  is  not  exclusive.  Cars  are  run  on 
such  lines,  particularly  at  certain  periods  of  the  day,  with 
great  frequency.  They  make  numerous  stops  and  do  not 
attain  that  high  velocity  that  is  required  on  steam  roads, 
where  stops  are  comparatively  infrequent  Street  cars  are 
usually  run  singly,  and,  necessarily,  axe  run  at  times  with 
reference  to  obstructions  in  their  route.  Steam  roads  run 
comparatively  few  trains,  run  them  over  their  own  right 
of  way,  and  only  occasionally  cross  a  highway.  They  often 
run  at  great  speed,  and  are  usually  beavy  and  cumbersome 
and  cannot  be  readily  brought  to  a  standstilL  This  question 
was  considered  in  Tesch  v.  Milwavkee  E.  R.  <Sc  L.  Co.,  supra, 
and  while  no  comparison  is  made  between  the  two  classes  of 
roads^  what  is  there  held  is  not  in  accord  with  the  cases  defin- 
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ing  what  is  negligence  in  attempting  to  cross  tlie  tracks  of  m 
steam  road.     It  is  said : 

"A  person  desiring  to  cross  a  street-car  track  in  advance 
of  an  approaching  car  has  the  right  of  way  if,  calculating  rea- 
sonably from  the  standpoint  of  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and 
intelligence  so  circumstanced,  ho  has  sufficient  time,  proceed- 
ing reasonably,  to  clear  the  track  without  interfering  with 
the  movement  of  the  car  to  and  past  the  point  of  crossing, 
assuming  that  it  is  moving  at  a  reasonable  and  lawful  rate 
of  speed.  If  a  person,  exercising  his  judgment  as  indicated, 
attempts  to  cross  the  track,  and  it  turns  out  that  he  has  mis- 
calculated, he  cannot  be  held  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  to 
exercise  ordinary  care.  If  in  the' circumstances  stated,  other 
than  the  speed  of  the  car,  the  car  is  approaching  at  an  unlaw- 
ful rat©  of  speed,  and  it  is  observable  by  the  person  about  to 
cross  the  track,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  he  must  take 
that  into  consideration  in  determining  whether  there  is  time 
to  safely  clear  the  track;  the  duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care 
for  his  own  protection  not  being  excused  by  the  fault  of  any- 
body else." 

This  rule  is  manifestly  sound  if  ordinary  care  is  "such  care 
as  persons  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  observe  in  their 
business,"  or  "such  care  as  the  great  mass  of  mankind,  or  the 
majority  of  mankind,  observe  in  the  transactions  of  human 
life,"  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstancea  Dreher  v. 
FUchburg,  22  Wis.  675;  Duthie  v.  Washburn,  87  Wia  231, 
233,  68  K  W.  380 ;  Nass  v.  Schvlz,  105  Wis.  146,  81  N.  W. 
133 ;  Hayes  v.  C,  M.  £  St.  P.  -B,  Co.  131  Wis.  399,  111  N". 
W.  471.  A  oourt  caimot  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  persons 
of  ordinary  care  using  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee  do 
not  observe  the  distance  oars  are  from  the  crossings  and  the 
probable  rate  of  speed  at  which  they  are  proceeding  and  do 
not  calculate  whether  there  is  sufficient  time  to  cross  the  tracks 
in  advance  of  the  car.  If  they  did  not  do  so,  and  waited  until 
all  cars  were  out  of  sight,  they  might  find  it  difficult  to  Grass 
at  all. 

The  plaintiff  had  almost  cleared  the  trade  when  his  yehide 
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was  stxudc  A  few  steps  further,  as  we  read  the  testimony, 
would  have  placed  him  out  of  danger.  If  it  is  true,  as  one 
witness  testified,  that  the  car  proceeded  at  twice  the  ordinary 
rate  of  speed,  and  that  plaintiff  coidd  not  determine  from  his 
location  that  the  car  was  running  at  such  an  excessive  speed, 
it  would  seem  to  he  a  fair  question  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
he  was  guilty  of  n^ligenoe  in  attempting  to  make  the  turn. 
Considering  the  facts  as  shown  on  this  trial,  and  they  are  un- 
satisfactory in  many  important  particulars,  we  think  the  court 
should  have  permitted  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the 
plaintiff  was  n^ligent  in  attempting  to  turn  around  in  the 
manner  in  which  he  did,  the  car  which  injured  him  heing  900 
feet  distant  from  him  at  the  time  he  started  to  make  the  turn. 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  triaL 


State,  Appellant,  vs.  Schmidt,  Respondent, 

January  27 — February  16,  1909, 

PhyHdans  and  surgeons:  Registrcaion:  Revieto  of  decision  of  Board 
of  Medical  Examiners:  Who  are  ''reputable  physiciansJ* 

1.  Cli.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  giving  to  the  circuit  courts  lurisdictlon 

to  annul  any  certificate  of  registration  procured  from  the  Wis- 
consin State  Board  of  Medical  Examiners  by  fraud  or  perjury 
or  Issued  through  error  of  the  board,  does  not  contemplate  a 
trial  de  novo  of  the  questions  presented  to  the  board.  The  term 
^error*'  is  used  therein  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  ordinarily 
understood  as  applied  to  trials  in  courts  before  juries, — ^that  Is, 
aside  from  jurisdictional  errors  such  as  would  render  the  de- 
cision void.  It  is  Confined  to  such  absence  of  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  board's  decision  that  in  no  reasonable  view  thereof 
could  its  decision  be  justified,  or  prejudicial  refusals  to  admit 
or  exclude  evidence,  or  other  prejudicial  misapprehensions  of 
law. 

2.  The  term  "physician,"  as  used  in  ch.  87,  Laws  of  1899,  providing 

for  registration  of  reputable  resident  physicians  who  were  on 
July  1,  1897,  in  the  actual  practice  of  medicine  in  this  state, 
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Includes  any  person,  of  whatever  school  or  of  no  known  schooU 
engaged  In  good  faith  in  treating  human  ills  by  any  remedy 
or  remedies,  however  simple,  so  as  to  be  known  among  the 
people  as  a  physician,— especially  in  view  of  eh.  264,  Laws  of 
1S97  (referred  to  in  the  act  of  1S99),  wherein  the  term  is  ex- 
pressly defined  as  including  every  person  "who  shall,  for  a 
fee,  prescribe  drugs  or  other  medical  or  surgical  treatment 
for  the  cure  or  relief  of  any  wound,  fracture,  bodily  injury,  in- 
firmity or  disease." 

3.  The  term  "reputable,"  as  used  In  said  ch.  87.  Laws  of  1899,  means 

reputable  in  the  common  lexical  sense,  and  does  not  necessarily 
imply  graduation  from  a  reputable  medical  college  or  member- 
ship in  an  incorporated  medical  society. 

4.  In  this  case  a  certificate  of  registration  Issued,  under  ch.  87, 

Laws  of  1899,  upon  competent  proof,  to  one  who  stated  in  hla 
application  that  he  belonged  to  the  "physio-medical  and  hydro- 
pathic" school,  is  held  not  to  have  been  issued  through  error 
of  the  Board  of  Medical  Examiners. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  J.  0.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Action  under  ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  to  revoke  a  certificate 
of  registration  of  defendant  as  a  resident  practicing  physi- 
cian of  this  state  July  1,  1897,  such  registration  being  under 
ch.  87,  Laws  of  1899.  The  material  questions  raised  by  the 
pleadings  were :  First  Did  defendant  by  fraud  or  perjury, 
or  both,  induce  the  Board  of  Medical  Examiners  to  act  favor- 
ably upon  his  application  for  r^stration  ?  Second.  Did  the 
Board  of  Medical  Examiners  commit  error  in  deciding  in  de- 
fendant's favor  upon  his  application  ? 

There  was  much  evidence  tending  to  show  defendant,  when 
he  made  his  application  and  during  the  time  he  had  held  him- 
self out  as  a  medical  practitioner,  was  not,  in  the  general  sense, 
an  educated  or  well-trained  man  in  the  profession  of  medicine 
and  surgery,  or  either,  and  that  hia  nonprofessional  education 
was  quite  limited,  but  that  at  the  time  of  his  application  for 
registration  he  held  a  diploma  of  a  pretended  medical  ooU^e^ 
located  at  Chicago,  Illinois,  styled  ^'The  Independent  Col- 
lege,'*  which  taught  the  kind  of  treatment  called  Physio- 
Medical  Hydropathic;  that  of  treating  diseases  by  simple 
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remedies,  teas  of  various  kinds  and  nonpoisonons  drugs  of  a 
cathartical  nature,  and  by  use  of  water  in  a  great  variety  of 
ways;  that  he  studied  a  considerable  length  of  time  in  Ger- 
many and  in  this  country  with  physicians  and  surgeons  of  the 
standard  schools,  studied  also  from  books;  attended  for  a  time 
the  Milwaukee  Medical  College;  took  a  correspondence  course 
>vith  the  Independent  College  of  Chicago ;  attended  a  few  lec- 
tures there;  and  obtained  from  such  college  its  regular  di- 
ploma and  the  degree  of  M.  D.  as  a  physio-medical  man  and 
hydropath.  Further  that  he  obtained  from  such  college  after 
it  conferred  upon  him  such,  the  degree  of  Plu  D.  for  presen- 
tation of  an  original  paper  on  hydropathy ;  that  when  he  ob- 
tained such  degrees  he  was  well  posted  in  the  physio-medical 
and  hydropathic  school  and  opened  an  oflSce,  holding  himself 
out  as  a  physician,  and  thereafter  practiced  according  to  such 
school.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  so-called 
Independent  College  had  no  worth-while  standing,  with  the 
profession  generally,  at  the  time  defendant  obtained  his  di- 
ploma, nor  thereafter,  and  that  the  Board  of  Medical  Exam- 
iners knew  that  fact  when  they  decided  upon  the  application. 
There  was  further  evidence  to  the  effect  that  defendant  made 
his  application  in  writing  under  oath,  as  required  by  the  rules 
of  the  board ;  that  the  application  stated  he  was  a  resident 
practicing  physician  of  this  state  July  1,  1897,  of  the  physio- 
medical  hydropathic  school,  holding  the  degrees  of  M.  D.  and 
Ph.  D.  from  the  Independent  College.  There  was  further 
evidence  that  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  application, 
as  to  defendant  having  been  a  resident  practicing  physician 
at  the  time  stated,  according  to  the  practice  adopted  by  the 
board,  was  verified,  as  was  the  moral  character  and  reputa- 
bility  of  defendant,  by  the  testimony  of  a  reputable  physician 
and  a  nonprofessional  man,  and  on  the  faith  thereof,  r^ard- 
less  of  defendant's  diploma,  he  was  registered  to  practice  and 
the  certificate  was  issued.  There  was  no  controversy  on  the 
evidence  but  that  defendant  was,  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1897, 
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in  the  business,  in  this  state,  of  treating  diseases  by  the  simple 
methods  used  by  his  school,  and  no  question  but  that,  at  the 
time  of  his  application,  he  was  a  man  of  good  moral  character, 
and  that  the  two  witnesses  who  supported  the  allegations  of 
the  petition  did  so  honestly  and  with  general  knowledge  of 
the  facta  On  this  state  of  the  case  the  trial  court,  on  motion 
of.  defendant's  counsel  for  a  directed  verdict  in  his  favor,  de- 
cided that  the  board  did  not  commit  error  in  deciding  the  ap- 
plication and  were  not  imposed  upon  by  defendant,  and,  ac- 
cordingly, granted  the  motion. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attorney  General 
and  A.  C.  Backus,  district  attorney,  and  A.  C.  Umhreit,  of 
counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Umhreit.  They  con- 
tended, inter  alia,  that  under  the  act  of  1899  only  the  follow- 
ing persons  were  entitled  to  registration :  All  persons  versed 
or  skilled  in  the  art  of  healing,  possessing  some  evidence  of 
competent  knowledge  of  the  human  system,  the  diseases  to 
which  it  is  subject  and  the  proper  remedy  for  their  cure  or 
alleviation,  such  evidence  consisting  either  In  a  diploma  from 
a  reputable  medical  college,  or  a  certificate  of  membership  in 
the  State  Medical  Society,  or  in  some  county  medical  society 
legally  organized  in  this  state,  provided  they  possessed  such 
evidence  of  qualification  and  were  in  the  actual  practice  of 
medicine  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1897,  and  at  the  time  they 
made  application  for  registration.  Sutton  v.  Facey,  1  Mich. 
243;  Siaie  ex  rel.  Coffey  v.  Chittenden,  112  Wis.  569,  577; 
State  ex  rel.  Granville  v.  Gregory,  83  Mo.  123. 

Jf .  T.  Halphide,  for  the  respondent 

Maeshaxl,  J.  Ch.  264,  Laws  of  1897,  provided  for  a 
state  board  of  medical  examiners  and  required  all  Ix^nning 
to  practice  medicine  or  surgery  in  this  state  after  July  1, 
1897,  to  first  procure  a  certificate  of  qualification  from  such 
board.  It  did  not  deal  in  any  respect  with  members  of  the 
profession  in  actual  practice  in  this  state  on  such  dato. 
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Ch.  87,  Letts  of  1899,  enlarged  the  scope  of  the  board's 
jurisdiction  by  making  the  privilege  of  every  person  who  was 
a  resident  practicing  physician  in  this  state  July  1,  1897,  to 
continue  in  such  practice,  contingent  upon  his  obtaining  a 
certificate  of  qualification  from  the  board  within  a  prescribed 
time  and  becoming  duly  registered  with  the  board.  The  law 
prescribed,  as  a  condition  of  granting  the  certificate,  that  the 
application  should  be  made  therefor  and  the  applicant  submit 
in  support  thereof  his  "diploma  or  other  credential  or  evi- 
dence of  qualification'^  and  be  a  "reputable  resident  physician 
or  sxirgeon  of  good  moral  character  who  was  on  the  first  day  of 
July,  1897,  in  the  actual  practice  of  medicine  or  surgery  in 
the  state  of  Wisconsin."  In  mandatory  language  the  board 
was  required,  upon  such  application  being  nmde  by  a  person 
competent,  as  provided  in  the  law,  to  make  it  and  supported 
by  the  evidence  of  qualifications  prescribed,  to  grant  the  regis- 
tration and  certificate. 

Ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  gave  the  circuit  courts  of  this  state 
jurisdiction  to  annul  any  certificate  obtained  as  aforesaid,  in 
case  of  the  issuance  thereof  resulting  from  error  of  the  board 
or  fraud  or  perjury,  the  issues  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  a 
jury,  if  desired  by  either  party. 

Prom  the  foregoing  it  vrill  be  seen  that  the  Board  of  Medi- 
cal Examiners,  in  acting  upon  respondent's  application,  was 
required  to  decide,  by  the  exercise  of  gt^Ofii-judicial  authority, 
first,  whether  respondent  was,  July  1, 1897,  a  resident  physi- 
cian or  surgeon  and  actually  engaged  in  practice  in  this  state ; 
second,  whether  he  was,  at  the  time  of  the  application,  a  repu- 
table physician  or  surgeon;  third,  whether  he  was  a  man  of 
good  moral  character. 

The  board  was  left  free  to  prescribe  its  own  rules  of  pro- 
cedure, governed  only  by  the  requirement  that  the  applicant 
should  submit  the  evidence  of  his  qualification.  That,  in  the 
broadest  sense  the  language  can  be  reasonably  viewed,  related 
to  all  of  the  three  matters  of  fact  mentioned.     It  might  pos- 
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sibly  be  held  more  restrictive,  but  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case  the  broader  view  will  be  taken  to  be  the  correct  one. 

The  board  made  rules  respecting  the  manner  of  making 
applications  for  registration  and  the  manner  of  proof,  consist- 
ent with  the  law.  There  is  no  question  that,  if  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  board  was  duly  invoked  under  its  rules,  no  error 
was  committed  by  it  in  entertaining  the  matter.  The  require- 
ment as  to  quantum  of  proof  was  satisfied  as  indicated  in  the 
statement  There  was  sworn  testimony  of  respondent  and  two 
others,  one  being  a  physician  in  good  standing,  as  to  his  pro- 
fessional status  being  as  he  represented  it,  July  1,  1897.  The 
board  had  the  further  testimony  of  the  two  witnesses  as  to 
respondent  being  a  "reputable  physician  or  surgeon,  of  good 
moral  character,"  and  worthy  of  professional  recognition.  It 
had  before  it  sworn  evidence  as  to  the  oolite  which  granted 
the  degrees  of  M.  D.  and  Ph.  D.  and  the  kind  of  treatment 
of  human  infirmities  respondent  pretended  to  be  skilled  in, 
and  that  was  indicated  by  reference  to  the  college  which  grad- 
uated him,  or  pretended  to  have  graduated  him.  With  all 
that  in  hand,  which  comprised  all  proofs  of  the  nature  com- 
monly required,  and  with  a  general  idea  that  the  college  con- 
ferring the  degrees  was  not  regarded  as  creditable,  by  physi- 
cians at  least  of  the  standard  schools  of  medicine  or  according 
to  the  requirements  of  our  statutes,  the  decision  was  made. 
Not  particularly  upon  the  strength  of  the  college  being  repu- 
table, but  upon  "practice"  and  other  proofs. 

In  the  further  consideration  of  this  case  we  must  appreciate 
that  the  act  of  1905  did  not  contemplate  a  trial,  de  novo,  of 
the  questions  presented  to  the  board.  Aside  from  whether  it 
was  imposed  upon  by  fraud  or  perjury,  the  scope  of  the  trial 
was  limited,  by  the  act,  to  the  question  of  whether  the  board 
committed  error.  Just  what  the  legislature  intended  by  the 
use,  unexplained,  of  the  word  "error"  may  admit  of  some 
doubt,  but  we  are  constrained  to  believe  that  the  term  was  used 
in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  ordinarily  understood  as  applied  to 
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trials  in  courts  before  juries.  That  is,  aside  from  jurisdic- 
tional errors  in  the  limited  sense  of  such  as  would  render  the 
decision  void,  it  is  confined  to  such  absence  of  evidence  in 
support  of  the  board's  decision  that,  in  no  Heasonable  view 
thereof,  could  its  decision  be  justified,  or  prejudicial  refusals 
to  admit  or  exclude  evidence,  or  other  prejudicial  misappre^ 
hensions  of  law;  error  which  might  properly  be  denominated 
jurisdictional,  as  regards  trials  before  gri^(wi-judicial  bodies, — 
errors  which,  in  the  general  sense,  are  purely  judicial,  in 
the  sense  that  a  decision  is  binding  on  all  concerned,  till  set 
aside  by  some  proper  proceedings  for  that  purpose. 

Now,  no  claim  is  made  but  that  the  board  exacted  and  re- 
ceived competent  proof  upon  all  questions  it  was  called  upon 
to  decide.  There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  board  was 
warranted  in  deciding  as  it  did,  unless  its  conception  of  what 
the  term  "physician"  and  the  term  "reputable"  mean  as  used 
in  the  law  is  wrong.  That  it  did  not  understand  the  term 
"physician,"  as  applied  to  persons  practicing  the  healing  art 
July  1,  1897,  referred  only  to  such  as  possessed  that  technical 
knowledge  of  the  human  system  and  knowledge  of  drugs  and 
other  remedies  and  how  to  administer  them,  commonly  sup- 
pc-sed  to  be  possessed  by  members  in  good  standing  of  the  great 
schools  of  medicine,  is  evident,  because  they  knew,  or  had 
good  reason  to  know,  that  the  Independent  College  did  not 
afford  preparation  for  the  profession  of  that  sort,  and  they 
were  fully  informed  by  respondent's  disclosures  that  he  made 
no  pretense  of  belonging  to  any  other  school.  The  board  must 
have  supposed  that  a  person,  treating  human  infirmities  by 
the  remedies  suggested  by  the  term  "physio-medical  and  hy- 
dropathic," July  1,  1897,  was  a  "physician,"  within  tho 
meaning  of  the  statuta  It  was  in  that  sense  respondent  used 
the  term  in  his  application.  If  under  the  law  it  was  proper 
to  so  use  it,  certainly  he  cannot  be  accused  of  having  imposed 
tlpon  the  board,  nor  the  board  be  rightly  held  to  have  com- 
mitted error  in  deciding  in  his  favor  on  that  point 
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It  is  a  waste  of  time,  in  our  judgment,  to  view  the  term 
**pli7Bician"  from  the  standpoint  of  members  of  the  profession 
belonging  to  the  few  great  schools.  It  may  be  admitted  that 
many,  and  perhaps  most,  of  them  think  that  no  other  healer 
should  be  known  as  a  "physician"  or  should  be  allowed  to 
treat  human  ills  for  pay.  It  may  be  further  admitted  that 
judicial  and  other  definitions  of  the  term  may  be  found  quite 
in  harmony  with  that  view.  The  learned  counsel  for  appel- 
lant refers  to  such,  notably  Sutton  v.  Facey,  1  MicL  243. 
Neither  need  we  go  to  the  lexical  definitions,  where  we  would 
find  a  wide  range,  down  to  the  simple  definition,  "one  who 
administers  medicine  to  cure  disease."  That  medicine  in- 
cludes anything,  however  simple,  "administered  in  the  treat- 
ment of  disease,"  and  that  disease  includes  any  kind  of  dis- 
'order  of  the  human  system,  needs  no  support  other  than  our 
oommon  knowledge. 

Manifestly,  the  legislature  conceived  that  it  was  dealing 
with  the  entire  class  of  persons  known  as  physicians,  in  the 
broadest  sense  of  the  term,  not  in  any  narrow  sense,  which 
would  favor  those  claiming,  and  perhaps  entitled  to,  superior 
-distinction.  The  purpose  was  very  far  from  that  of  creating 
a  monopoly  in  favor  of  special  schools  of  medicine.  The  term 
was  evidently  used  in  its  proper  sense,  that  of  including  any 
person  of  whatever  school,  and  whether  belonging  to  any 
known  school,  engaged,  in  good  faith,  in  treating  human  ills 
by  any  remedy  or  remedies,  however  simple,  so  as  to  be  known 
among  the  people  as  a  physician. 

What  has  been  said  as  to  the  legislative  meaning  is  mani- 
fest, in  our  judgment,  from  the  very  fact  alone  that  it  was 
dealing  with  an  existing  condition  which  it  did  not  intend  to 
disturb  except  tx>  the  extent  of  weeding  out  disreputable  and 
immoral  characters.  But  that  is  placed  beyond  all  reason- 
able doubt  by  the  fact  that  the  law  of  1897,  to  which  the  law 
of  1899  referred,  expressly  defined  the  term,  making  it  in- 
clude every  person  "who  shall,  for  a  fee,  prescribe  drugs  or 
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other  medical  or  surffical  treatment  for  the  care  or  relief  of 
any  wound,  fracture,  bodily  injury,  infirmity  or  diseaee." 
Sec  7,  cL  264,  Laws  of  1897  (sec.  1435/,  Stats.  1898). 

It  f oUoTVB  that  respondent,  clearly,  did  not  falsely  pretend 
that  he  was  a  physician  July  1,  1897,  nor  did  the  board  err 
in  deciding  that  he  was  sucL 

There  being  no  question  but  that  respondent's  character  for 
morality  was  amply  and  honestly  ecrtablished  before  the  board, 
there  is  only  left  to  be  determined  whether  the  board  had  the 
proper  conception  of  the  term  "reputable,"  and,  if  so,  whether 
it  was  imposed  upon  by  false  evidence  as  to  the  fact 

That  the  board  was  not  imposed  upon  is  clear,  unless  the 
term  "reputable"  as  used  in  the  corroborating  testimony,  as 
contended  by  appellant's  counsel,  necessarily  suggests,  as 
matter  of  law,  graduation  from  a  reputable  medical  college, 
or  membership  in  an  incorporated  medical  society  under  the 
laws  of  this  state.    • 

That  the  professional  corroborating  witness  did  not  so  un- 
derstand the  term  is  evident,  and  that  the  board  did  not  so 
understand  it  is  likewise  evident,  from  the  fact  that  it  regis- 
tered respondent  on  "practice."  It  did  not  give  significance 
to  his  diploma;  it  did  not  require  any  specific  evidence  as  to 
membership  in  a  medical  society,  and  its  practice  in  that  re- 
spect was  the  same  as  in  cases  generally,  of  which  it  had  hun- 
dreds. So  no  fraud  was  committed  on  the  board,  intentional 
or  otherwise. 

Did  the  board  commit  error  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"reputable"!  Here  is  the  bone  of  appellant's  contention. 
T3ie  daim  is  not  new,  nor,  from  any  worth-while  standpoint 
of  the  medical  profession,  is  it  strictly  reputable  to  insist  that 
a  physician  or  surgeon,  however  learned  in  fact,  and  however 
distinguished  for  his  actual  accomplishments  in  relieving 
human  suffering  and  curing  human  ills,  is  disreputable  un- 
less he  belongs  to  some  incorporated  medical  society  or  holds 
a  diploma  from  some  reputable  medical  school.     We  may  well 
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know  that  it  is  possible  that  there  are  some  very  eminent  out- 
side men,  so  to  speak,  and  probably  were  in  the  infancy  of  the 
regulation  system  we  are  dealing  with,  whose  very  shoes,  in  a 
professional  sense,  neither  any  one  of  many  members  of  in- 
corporated medical  societies,  nor  holders  of  diplomas  from 
reputable  colleges,  nor  the  faculties  of  such  colleges,  is  worthy 
to  untie.  This  court  has  said,  and  other  courts  have  said, 
that  the  term  ^'reputable"  as  used  in  the  statute  has  no  such 
legal  and  technical  meaning  as  counsel  for  appellant  claims 
for  it  Therefore,  until  the  legislature  shall  have  unmis- 
takably used  it  in  such  sense,  no  such  meaning  can  be  given 
thereto  by  judicial  construction. 

The  word  "reputable"  has  a  plain,  ordinary  meaning  hav- 
ing reference  to  general  character  for  some  honorable  work. 
Whether  one  is  reputable  or  not,  means  whether  he  is  worthy 
of  praise  or  not  in  the  particular  line  under  consideration.  It 
involves  a  mere  question  of  fact,  determinable  by  the  com- 
mon idea  of  men  competent  to  judge,  based  on  knowledge  or 
reasonable  means  of  knowledge.  In  State  ex  rel.  Coffey  v. 
Chittenden,  112  Wis.  569,  88  K  W.  587,  this  court  rejected 
the  idea  now  pressed  upon  our  attention,  holding  that  the  term 
is  not  used  in  the  law  in  any  restrictive  and  particular  sense, 
but,  broadly,  to  convey  the  common  meaning,  generally 
ascribed  thereto  in  everyday  ordinary  expressions  calling  for 
its  use.  People  ex  rel.  Sheppard  v.  III.  State  Board,  110  111, 
180,  is  to  the  same  effect  Reputable  means  reputable  in  the 
common  lexical  sense  and  nothing  else.  If  one  is  regarded 
as  honorable  and  praiseworthy  as  a  member  of  the  medical 
profession,  of  whatever  sdiool,  or  whether  classed  with  any 
particular  school,  by  reason  of  the  character  of  his  work  and 
his  conduct  professionally,  he  satisfies  the  statutory  essentials 
of  reputability  as  to  his  particular  line,  though  he  may  never 
have  crossed  the  threshold  of  a  medical  college  or  been  a 
member  of  any  medical  society. 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  the  board,  on  this  branch  of  the  in- 
quiry, was  neither  imposed  upon  nor  did  commit  error. 
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Whether  as  matter  of  fact,  as  an  original  matter,  respond- 
ent possessed  the  qualifications  one  would  expect  to  charac- 
terize a  physician  or  not,  as  before  indicated,  was  not  for  the 
circuit  court,  nor  is  it  for  this  court  to  decide.  The  board 
had  full  authority  to  inquire  into  the  matter.  If  the  proofs 
produced  before  it  were  honestly  produced ;  if  it  was  not  im- 
posed up<m,  and  had  evidence  before  it  on  all  material  points 
and  had  reasonable  grounds  on  such  evidence  for  its  decision, 
as  in  our  judgment  the  proofs  in  the  circuit  court  established 
without  reasonable  question,  then,  of  course,  the  verdict  was 
properly  directed.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the 
error  complained  of  must  be  held  not  well  taken. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Slebeokeb^  J.,  dissents. 


Isaacson,  Appellant,  vs.  Wisconsin  Telephone  Company, 

Respon(fent 

January  fH— -February  IS,  1909, 

Master  and  servant:  Liability  for  injury  from  defective  appliance, 

A  platform  four  feet  square  with  a  rope  at  each  corner  by  which 
It  was  to  he  tied  at  the  proper  height  to  projections  on  tele- 
phone poles  was  furnished  by  a  telephone  company  to  its  cable 
splicer  and  his  assistant,  to  be  kept  in  their  custody  and  used 
in  their  work.  After  it  had  been  in  use  by  them  for  several 
months  one  of  the  ropes  parted,  precipitating  them  to  the 
ground,  and  the  assistant  was  injured.  Held,  that  the  platform 
being  a  mere  appliance,  sufficient  when  furnished,  and  the  ex- 
tent of  the  wear  and  weakening  of  its  ropes  being  better  known 
to  the  employees  who  used  it  than  to  any  one  else,  the  em- 
ployer was  not  liable. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Obben  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirnied. 

Action  for  personal  injury  arising  under  the  following 
facts:  Plaintiff  was  employed  as  helper  or  assistant  cable 
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splicer,  in  which  employment  it  was  the  duty  of  the  splicer 
and  himself  to  go  about  the  system  and  splice  cables,  many  of 
them  at  a  considerable  elevation,  in  which  case  the  work  had 
to  be  done  on  one  of  the  telephone  poles.  Among  the  appli- 
ances and  tools  furnished  the  two  men  to  perform  their  work 
was  a  platform,  about  four  feet  square,  with  a  rope  about, 
eight  feet  long  through  each  comer  thereof,  which  platform, 
when  necessary,  they  hoisted  to  the  proper  height  and  tied,  by 
means  of  the  four  ropes,  to  projections  from  the  pola  Plaint- 
iff had  been  working  at  this  kind  of  employment  nearly  four 
months,  and  as  helper  to  the  same  splicer  about  three,  when  on 
the  day  in  question  they  hoisted  the  platform  to  a  height  of 
about  twenly-five  feet,  and  the  splicer  secured  it  in  position  by 
tying  the  ropes  to  the  iron  steps  in  the  pole,  and  undertook 
to  perform  certain  work  in  splicing  a  cable.  The  plaintiff, 
at  the  direction  of  the  splicer,  ascended  the  pole  to  aid  in  the 
work  and  took  position  with  the  former  upon  the  platfonxL 
A  few  minutes  thereafter  one  of  the  ropes  parted  and  the  two- 
men  were  precipitated  to  the  ground  and  injured.  The  neg- 
ligence claimed  was  in  the  failure  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with 
a  safe  place  to  work,  in  that  the  rope  which  parted  had  be- 
come weakened  and  defective  and  not  adequate  to  support  the 
platform.  Some  evidence  was  offered  tending  to  show  that 
said  rope  was  old  and  weakened  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
The  platform  had  been  in  the  manual  care  and  possession  of 
the  two  men  throughout  the  entire  time  of  plaintiff's  employ- 
ment as  helper  to  this  particular  splicer,  and  of  the  latter  for 
some  time  before. 

At  the  dose  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  the  court,  on  motion, 
entered  judgment  of  nonsuit,  from  which  the  plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  CaaroU  &  CarroU, 
and  oral  argument  by  W.  J.  CarroU. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Miller,  Made  &■ 
FairchUd,  and  oral  argument  by  A,  W.  Fairchild. 
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Dodge,  J.  The  platf  onn  in  question  was  very  obvioualy  a 
mere  appliance  furnished  to  plaintiff  and  his  co-worker  to  be 
retained  by  them  in  their  possession  like  other  tools  and  to  be 
used  when  necessary  in  aooomplishing  the  work  on  which  they 
were  employed.  OoUz  v.  M.,  L.  8.  &  TF.  £.  Co.  76  Wis. 
136,  44  K  W.  762 ;  Yan  den  Heiwel  v.  Not.  F.  Co.  84  Wis. 
636,  64  K  W.  1016;  Hoveland  v.  Nat.  B.  Works,  134  Wis. 
342,  348,  114  N.  W.  795;  Butler  v.  Tovmsend,  126  N.  Y. 
105,  26  K  E.  1017;  Hutton  v.  HoldbrooTe,  C.  S  D.  C.  Co. 
139  Fed.  734.  It  differed  in  no  degree  from  a  ladder  with 
which  to  acoomplish  similar  work,  nor  in  principle  frcmi  the 
climbers  to  attadi  to  their  feet,  or  the  other  tools  carried  by 
tbem.  It  was  simplicity  itself,  at  least  with  reference  to  the 
defect  complained  of.  A  board  platform  with  four  pieces  of 
rope  in  the  oomers,  which  ropes  were  handled  and  used  by 
the  OTfiployees  every  time  they  had  occasion  to  use  the  plat- 
form, and  of  the  extent  of  the  use  and  wear  of  which  they 
knew  better  than  anybody  else,  obviously  falls  within  the  rea- 
son of  the  rule  expressed  in  Stork  v.  Charles  Stolper  C.  Co. 
127  Wis.  318,  106  K  W.  841: 

"This  exemption  [of  the  employer]  from  liability  is,  we 
believe,  in  all  cases  based  upon  the  condition  that  the  defect 
and  peril  are  such  that  no  superiority  of  knowledge  in  the 
master  over  the  employee  exists  or  can  be  presumed.  .  .  .  An- 
other qualification  of  the  master^s  liability  indulged  in  case 
of  such  simple  tools  and  appliances  is  exemption  from  a  duty 
to  inspect  to  ascertain  the  development  of  defects  or  disrepair 
in  the  course  of  their  use,  based  also  upon  the  assumption  that 
such  conditions  are  as  much  within  the  observation  of  the 
employees  as  of  the  master,  if  not  more  so." 

Whether  original  insufficiency  of  so  simple  and  commonly 
known  an  article  as  a  piece  of  rope  would  cast  liability  on 
the  employer  need  not  be  discussed,  for  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence excludes  such  situation.  This  rope  had  been  furnished 
and  had  proved  sufficient  for  several  months,  during  which  had 
occurred,  necessarily  and  of  course,  some  measure  of  impair- 
Voi.138— 5 
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ment  from  exposure  to  weather  and  from  friction  and  wear. 
The  master,  a  corporation,  having  delivered  this  appliance 
over  to  the  two  men,  plaintitf  and  another,  to  be  kept  in  their 
custody  and  used  by  them,  could  gain  information  of  the  de- 
velopment of  such  a  defect  as  the  progressive  impairment  or 
weakening  of  the  rope  only  through  the  eyes  of  those  em- 
ployees themselves.  They  knew  the  extent  and  frequency  of 
its  use  and  could  observe,  as  no  one  else  could,  the  develop- 
ment of  any  such  defect  in  any  of  the  four  ropes.  No  dis- 
tinction exists  between  this  and  the  case  of  a  weakened  rung 
in  a  ladder,  a  worn  handle  or  a  loosened  head  of  a  hammer,  or 
a  dulled  canthook  or  pinchbar,  all  of  which  have  been  held  to 
fall  within  the  rule  above  stated.  Corcoran  v.  MUwwukee  0. 
L.  Co,  81  Wis.  191,  61  K  W.  328;  Holt  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  94  Wis.  596,  598,  69  N.  W.  352 ;  Borden  v.  Daisy  B. 
M.  Co.  98  Wis.  407,  74  K  W.  91 ;  Ohon  p.  Doherty  L.  Co. 
102  Wia  264,  78  K  W.  672;  Meyer  v.  Ladewig,  130  Wis. 
666,  110  N.  W.  419. 

The  evidence  failed  to  show  any  failure  of  duty  on  the  part 
of  defendant  on  whidi  plaintiff  can  predicate  liability  to  him- 
self. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  aflSrmed. 


Sbidbi*,  Administrator,  Respondent,  vs.  EQxnTABLB  Life  As- 
suRAiTOE  Society  of  the  United  States,  Appellant 

January  fn—Felruary  16,  1909, 

Oontraets:  Failure  in  strict  performance:  Waiver  of  forfeiture:  Life 
insurance:  Acceptance  of  premiums  after  default 

1.  Where,  by  a  failure  of  some  exact  performance,  a  forfeiture  la 
imposed  on  one  party  by  the  strict  terms  of  an  a^eement,  con- 
duct of  the  other  party  sufficient  to  Induce  a  belief  that  a  modi- 
fied performance  Is  satisfactory  and  will  be  accepted  as  equiva- 
lent to  strict  performance  will  justify  a  conclusion  that  the 


16]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  67 

Seidel  v.  Equitable  Life  Asear.  Soc.  138  Wis.  66. 

parties  have  assented  to  a  modification  of  the  original  terms 
or  that  the  obligee  has  waived  strict  performance. 
2.  Although  by  its  terms  a  lite  Insurance  conttact  lapsed  upon  de- 
fault  in  payment  of  any  quarterly  premium  or  instalment,  yet 
the  conduct  of  the  Insurance  company  during  a  period  of  more 
than  two  years  prior  to  the  death  of  the  Insured,  in  collecting 
and  receiving  after  they  were  due  all  of  such  Instalments  ex- 
cept one  (which  was  paid  on  the  last  day  of  grace)  without 
anything  in  the  course  of  dealing  to  suggest  that  the  contract 
had  been  terminated  and  that  there  had  been  a  reinstatement 
after  a  lapse  In  the  manner  specified  in  the  contract,  is  held 
to  have  constituted  a  waiver  of  strict  performance,  notwith- 
standing the  company  in  its  correspondence  and  written  no- 
tices insisted  that  no  stipulation  had  been  waived  or  modified; 
and  the  company  is  estopped  from  insisting  on  a  forfeiture  and 
iB  liable  on  the  contract,  although  an  Instalment  due  three  days 
before  the  death  of  the  Insured  was  not  tendered  until  after 
and  on  the  day  of  such  death  and  was  then  refused. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Wareen  D.  Tabbant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

George  W.  Goes,  on  November  18,  1901,  applied  to  the  de- 
fendant for  a  twenty-year  five  per  cent  registered  gold  bond 
for  $10,000,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  defendant's 
"contract  of  sale."  The  contract  provided  for  the  payment 
to  the  defendant  of  an  annual  instalment  of  $794.60  on  No- 
vember 27th  of  each  year,  and  was  protected  by  a  life  assur- 
ance for  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  bond  applied  for  on  the 
endowment  plan  with  an  accumulation  period  of  twenty 
years. 

The  conditions  of  the  contract  essential  to  the  purposes  of 
this  case  are  as  follows : 

"III.  Orace  in  the  payment  of  instalments.  Should  de- 
fault be  made  at  any  time  hereafter  in  the  payment  of  any  in- 
stalment due  under  this  contract  as  herein  provided,  the  so- 
ciety will  waive  such  default  and  accept  the  payment  of  said 
instalment  provided  the  amount  thereof  with  interest  thereon 
at  five  per  cent  per  annum  from  date  of  default  be  tendered 
to  it  within  thirty  days  after  such  default 

"IV.  BeinstaiemenL     Should  this  contract  lapse  by  reason 
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of  the  nonpayment  of  any  instalment  when  due,  it  may  be 
reinstated  at  any  time  upon  the  purchaser  furnishing  evidence 
of  good  health  satisfactory  to  the  society  and  the  payment  of 
all  arrears  and  any  indebtedness  to  the  society  existing  under 
this  contract  at  the  date  of  lapse,  with  interest  thereon  at  five 
per  cent,  per  annum. 

"The  holder  of  this  contract  is  protected  by  life  assurance 
hereunder  as  follows : 

"(1)  In  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  purchaser  within 
twenty  years  from  the  register  date  of  this  contract  (pro- 
vided all  previous  instalments  have  been  duly  paid  and  this 
contract  is  in  force),  any  annual  instalments  falling  due  after 
said  death  will  be  canceled  and  this  contract  will  thereupon 
mature;  and  upon  the  receipt  of  satisfactory  proof  of  said 
death,  the  society  will  immediately  deliver  the  gold  bond  pro- 
vided for  herein,  or  in  lieu  thereof  will  pay  the  equivalent 
value  of  said  bond  in  cash,  namely,  tliirteen  thousand  dollars, 
to  the  purchaser's  executors,  administrators  or  assigns.^' 

"(8)  The  entire  agreement  between  the  society  and  the 
purchaser  is  embodied  in  tliis  contract  of  sale  and  the  sub- 
scription (or  application)  therefor,  taken  together,  which 
cannot  be  varied  except  in  writing  by  one  of  the  following 
executive  officers  of  the  society  at  its  home  office  in  New 
York,  namely,  the  president,  one  of  the  vice-presidents,  the 
secretary,  the  assistant  secretary,  the  comptroller,  the  actu- 
ary, the  assistant  actuary,  the  treasurer,  the  auditor,  the 
recorder,  the  registrar  or  the  assistant  registrar." 

On  November  26,  1902,  a  change  was  made  in  the  con- 
tract, whereby  the  premiums,  instead  of  being  payable  an- 
nually, were  made  payable  quarterly  in  the  sum  of  $210.60 
on  the  27th  days  of  November,  February,  May,  and  August 
The  receipts  of  the  society  for  instalments  were  sent  from 
the  headquarters  of  the  society  to  the  agents  of  the  society 
prior  to  the  date  when  due.  Notices  were  sent  at  the  same 
time  to  the  insured,  giving  the  amount  of  the  instalment  or 
premium,  the  date  when  due,  and  the  person  to  whom  pay- 
ment could  be  made.  In  the  event  of  an  omission  to  pay 
when  due,  the  agent  authorised  to  receive  payment  sent  a 
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Botiee  of  the  nonpayment  to  the  insured  and  urged  a  rein- 
statement by  payment.  At  times  a  collector  would  take 
out  the  receipts  ior  overdue  inatalments^  and,  upon  seeing  the 
insured,  assuring  himself  by  inspection  or  questioning  that 
the  insured  was  in  good  health,  and  upon  receiving  the  pay- 
ment would  turn  over  the  receipt  If  the  collector  was  not 
trusted,  or  if  he  was  doubtful  of  the  risk,  he  made  report 
to  the  officer  authorized  to  receive  payment,  and  such  fur- 
ther steps  were  then  taken  as  this  officer  deemed  necessary 
to  assure  him  of  the  health  of  the  insured.  The  receipt  was 
then  sent  to  the  insured  by  the  officer  authorized  to  receive 
the  payment  It  does  not  appear  how  long  the  department 
agent  might  retain  the  receipts  after  the  instalment  became 
due  and  remained  unpaid  before  he  was  expected  to  return 
ihem  to  the  home  office. 

In  the  instant  case  the  dates  when  the  instalments  were 
due,  the  dates  of  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  of  grace, 
and  the  dates  of  payment^  as  taken  from  the  books  of  ihe 
agency  of  the  society,  were  as  follows : 

Qnarterly  30  days  of 

payments.           Dae.  grace  expired.  Paid. 

Ist  Kor.  27,  1902.  Dec.  27,  1902.  Jan.  13,  1903. 

2d.  Feb.  37,  1903.  Mar.  29,  1903.  Mar.  30,  1903. 

Sd.  May  27,  1903.  June  28,  1903.  Jane  30,  1903. 
(June  26,1908.) 

4th.  Aug.  27, 1903.  Sept  27, 1903.  Oct     1,  1903. 

(Sept  26,  1903.) 

Ml  Nov.  27, 1908.  Dec    27,  1908.  Dec.  31, 1903. 

6th.  Feb.  27,  1904.  Mar.  28,  1904.  Mar.  28, 1904. 

7th.  May  27,  1904.  June  26,  1904.  June  28,  1904. 

8th.  Aug.  27,  1904.  Sept  26, 1904.  Sept  30, 1904. 

9th.  Nov.  27,  1904.  Dec.   27, 1904.  Jan.     3,  1905. 

10th.  Feb.  27,  1906.  Mar.  29,  1905.  Mar.  30,  1905. 

11th.  May  27, 1905.  June  26, 1905. 

The  amounts  which  were  paid  on  March  30,  1903,  and  on 
October  1,  1903,  were  received  by  mail,  according  to  the 
books  of  the  Milwaukee  agency.  There  is  no  record  of  any 
statement  that  his  health  was  good  at  the  time  of  payment 
of  an  overdue  instalment  subscribed  by  the  insured.  With 
the  exception  of  the  instalments  which  were  paid  by  mail 
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and  the  last  oii6  or  two  instalments,  they  were  collected  from 
the  insured  by  a  collector  of  the  society  now  deceased.  The 
collector  of  the  last  one  or  two  payments  took  the  receipts 
with  him,  called  upon  the  insured,  and  upon  receiving  a 
check  for  the  amount  of  the  instalment  handed  the  receipt 
to  the  insured.  He  testifies  that  he  observed  him,  but  asked 
him  no  questions  as  to  his  health.  The  general  agent  of  the 
society,  to  whom  the  receipts  were  sent  and  to  whom  the  in- 
sured were  notified  by  the  society  that  they  might  make  pay- 
ments, testified  that  he  acted  in  the  matter  of  a  reinstatement 
upon  the  verbal  report  of  the  collector  to  him.  No  records 
were  produced  by  the  society  showing  any  record  of  any  re- 
instatement of  Mr.  Goes  upon  his  formal  application  and 
upon  his  furnishing  proof  of  good  health.  Nor  is  there  evi- 
dence that  the  necessary  formal  steps  to  a  reinstatement 
were  insisted  upon. 

The  insured  took  his  own  life  on  the  morning  of  June  29,. 
1906.  At  about  12 :30  in  the  afternoon  a  tender  of  the  in- 
stalment due  on  June  26,  1906,  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
deceased's  estate.  The  offer  was  rejected.  Plaintiff,  as 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  brings  this  action 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  insurance.  It  is  averred  that 
the  acta  of  the  society  through  its  general  agent  resulted  in 
a  modification  of  the  contract,  whereby  the  part  of  the  con- 
tract providing  that  the  contract  should  lapse  upon  the  non- 
payment of  an  instalment  was  so  modified  that  a  strict  per- 
formance as  to  payment  of  instalments  was  waived.  The 
defendant  claims  that  the  contract  lapsed  under  the  condi- 
tions of  the  contract,  and  liat  it  is  liable  only  for  the  amount 
of  insurance  which  became  automatically  due  on  the  con- 
tract by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence,  which  established  the 
facts  stated  above,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaint- 
iff for  the  full  amount  of  the  insurance  and  awarded  judg- 
ment accordingly.     This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
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For  tlie  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Winkler,  Flanders, 
Bottum  dk  Fawsett,  and  oral  argument  by  C.  F.  Fawsett 
To  the  point  that  the  company  is  not  estopped  from  insisting 
upon  the  terms  of  the  contract  they  cited,  among  other  cases, 
Ewald  V.  N.  W.  Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  60  Wis.  431 ;  Schmddt  v. 
Modem  Woodmen,  84  Wis.  101,  105 ;  Northern  Assvr,  Co. 
V.  Grand  View  Bldg.  Asso.  183  TJ.  S.  308 ;  Modern  Wood- 
men  v.  Tevis,  117  Fed.  369;  Conway  v.  Piugnix  Mut,  L. 
Ins.  Co.  140  K  Y.  79 ;  Thompson  v.  Ins.  Co.  104  TJ.  S.  252; 
2  Bac.  Abr.  §  431 ;  Crossnian  v.  Mass.  Ben.  Asso.  143  Masa. 
435,  436;  Nat.  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Miller,  85  Ky.  88; 
Thompson  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  116  Tenn.  657,  92 
S.  W.  1098 ;  Johnson  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  (Tenn.)  107 
S.  W.  688,  692. 

Louis  0.  Bohmrich,  for  the  respondents 

SiEBECKER,  J.  The  litigated  question  is  "whether  or  not 
the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  defendant  society,  as  to  payment 
of  the  lapsed  instalments  due  from  the  deceased,  Goes,  were 
such  as  to  furnish  him  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  ground  to 
believe  that  the  society  would  not  exact  strict  performance 
of  the  contract  respecting  the  payments  of  instalments,  and 
that  a  modified  performance  of  this  stipulation  would  be  ac- 
cepted as  a  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  The 
defendant  alleges  a  forfeiture  of  the  contract  by  the  failure 
of  the  insured  to  pay  the  quarterly  premium  at  the  time 
stipulated  in  the  contract  As  set  forth  in  the  foregoing 
statement  of  facts,  the  insured  was  in  default  in  payment 
of  all  of  the  quarterly  premiums  due  under  the  contract  from 
November  27,  1902,  to  the  date  of  his  death,  June  29,  1905, 
excepting  the  instalment  paid  March  30,  1904,  the  last  day 
of  grace.  Payment  was  made  by  the  insured  and  accepted 
by  the  society  after  such  default  on  all  of  them.  The  trial 
court  held  that  this  course  of  dealing  of  the  parties,  respectr 
ing  payment  and  acceptance  of  aU  such  premiums  after  de- 
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fault  under  the  terms  of  the  contract^  shoTfed  a  waiver  of  the 
striot  stipulation  of  the  contract  respecting  forfeiture  for 
default  in  payment  of  the  premiums  and  established  a  modi- 
fication of  such  stipulation  in  accord  with  this  course  and 
custom  of  dealing,  and  that  the  society  is  now  estopi)ed  from 
insisting  on  forfeiture  under  the  strict  terms  of  the  contract. 
It  is  a  recognized  rule  of  law,  under  the  decisions  of  this 
court, 

"that  where,  by  failure  of  some  exact  performance,  a  for- 
feiture is  imposed  on  one  party  by  the  strict  terms  of  an 
agreement,  conduct  of  the  other  sufficient  to  induce  a  belief 
that  such  strict  performance  is  not  insisted  on,  but  that  a 
modified  performance  is  satisfactory  and  will  b©  accepted 
as  equivalent,  will  justify  a  conclusion  that  the  parties  have 
assented  to  a  modification  of  the  original  terms,  and  that 
their  minds  have  met  upon  the  new  understanding  that  a  dif- 
ferent mode  of  performance  shall  have  the  same  effect,  or,  as 
it  is  often  expressed,  that  the  obligee  has  waived  strict  per- 
formance." Reisz  V.  Supreme  Cotmcil  A.  L.  of  H.  103  Wis. 
427,  79  K  W.  430,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Knoebel  v.  North 
Am.  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  135  Wis.  424,  115  K  W.  1094. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  representatives  of  the  society 
had  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  deceased  had  failed  to 
pay  at  the  time  called  for  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  and 
that  a  forfeiture  of  it  had  been  incurred  if  its  terms  were 
enforced.  Nor  is  tliere  dispute  as  to  the  authority  of  Whit- 
lock,  the  agent,  to  act  for  the  society  in  collecting  the  pre- 
miums from  the  deceased  and  to  execute  renewals  by  deliver- 
ing them  to  the  deceased.  The  evidence  established  that  the 
quarterly  instalments  due  respectively  on  the  27th  of  Feb- 
ruary, May,  August,  and  November  in  each  year,  with  thirty 
days  of  grace  for  paying  them  with  interest,  were  not,  ex- 
cepting one,  paid  within  this  period,  but  were  in  fact  paid 
from  one  to  sixteen  days  thereafter.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  insured,  after  these  lapses,  took  any  steps  to  be  reinstated 
under  the  fourth  condition  attached  to  the  contract^  provid- 
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ing  thaty  if  the  contract  should  lapee  for  nonpayment  of  any 
instalment^  reinstatement  of  it  might  be  had  if  the  purchaser 
furnished  satisfactory  evidence  of  good  health  to  the  defend- 
ant and  paid  all  arrears  of  indebtedness  with  interest  from 
the  time  of  such  lapse.  The  facts  are  undisputed  that  the 
society,  after  default  in  payment  of  these  instalments  ac- 
cording to  the  strict  terms  of  the  contract,  accepted  payment 
of  them  without  demanding  of  the  insured  that  he  furnish 
evidence  of  his  good  health.  The  unvarying  course  of  con- 
duct, it  appears,  was  to  send  a  representative  to  the  insured, 
^vho,  if  satisfied  from  observation  or  otherwise  that  the  in- 
sured was  in  good  health,  demanded  payment  of  the  de- 
faulted instalment  and  then  reported  to  the  person  author- 
ized to  receive  payment  and  to  deliver  renewals.  This  rep- 
resentative thereupon  accepted  payment  of  the  defaulted 
instalment  and  delivered  the  renewal  to  the  assured,  or,  if 
the  renewal  had  been  delivered  by  the  person  sent  to  collect 
the  unpaid  instalment,  he  accepted  payment  on  the  report 
made  to  him.  There  is  nothing  in  this  course  of  dealing  sug- 
gesting that  the  contract  had  been  terminated  and  that  there 
had  been  a  reinstatement  after  a  lapse  in  the  manner  specified 
in  the  contract  It  indicates  an  understanding  that  this 
transaction  constituted  compliance  with  and  satisfaction  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract  for  the  payment  of  instalments  and 
that  no  default  existed.  In  the  light  of  such  conduct  and 
dealing  between  the  company  and  the  deceased  throughout 
the  period  shown,  it  is  manifest  that  the  insured  had  the 
right  to  believe  that  strict  performance  had  been  waived,  and 
that  he  made,  and  the  society  received,  these  defaulted  pay- 
ments on  the  understanding  that  the  contract  had  not  lapsed 
and  that  such  modified  performance  would  be  accepted  by  the 
company  in  lieu  of  the  obligations  imposed  by  its  strict  terms. 
The  force  of  the  claim  that  the  defendant  in  its  corre- 
spondence and  written  notices  insisted  that  no  stipulation  had 
been  waived  or  modified  is  fully  overcome  by  its  acts  and 
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conduct,  which  were  naturally  calculated  to  lead  any  reason- 
ably prudent  person  to  infer  that  it  treated  the  contract  as 
still  in  force  after  such  defaults,  which  under  its  strict  terms 
constituted  a  forfeiture  and  nullification  of  the  obligation. 
We  are  persuaded  that  the  deceased  and  the  defendant  did  not 
treat  the  contract  as  terminated  before  the  insured  died,  and 
that  the  defendant  is  therefore  estopped  from  insisting 
on  a  forfeiture  on  account  of  the  lapse  in  the  payment  of 
the  last  instalment,  three  days  before  the  insured's  death. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  personal  representative  is  en- 
titled to  enforce  the  contract  against  the  society.  Reisz  v. 
Supreme  Council  A.  L.  of  H.  103  Wis.  427,  79  N.  W.  430; 
3  Cooley,  Briefs  on  Insurance,  2707. 
By  the  Covrt. — Judgment  affirmed. 

Kebwin,  J.,  took  no  part 


DsxTXB,  Respondent,  vs.  Wittb  and  others,  imp.,  Appel- 
lants. 

January  28— February  16, 1909, 

(1)  Pleading:  Amendment     (2,  3)   Wills:  When  deed  held  testa- 
mentary: Delivery. 

1.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  trust  deed  on  the  ground  of  mental 

incompeteocy  of  the  grantor,  there  was  no  error  in  allowing 
the  complaint  to  be  amended  at  the  trial  so  as  to  allege  that 
the  deed  was  never  delivered. 

2.  An  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  plain  and  unambiguous  on 

its  face,  conveying  a  present  interest  in  land  and  unexplained 
by  any  contemporaneous  writing  of  a  testamentary  characterp 
cannot  be  held  to  be  a  will. 

3.  Thus,  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  conveying  land  In 

trust,  with  power  to  sell,  lease,  or  mortgage  the  same,  and 
directing  distribution  of  the  proceeds  among  certain  descend- 
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ants  of  the  grantor,  which  had  been  Intrusted  by  the  gy-antor,. 
during  her  last  illness,  to  a  third  person,  to  be  kept  by  him 
with  other  papers  for  her»  but  with  InstructlonB  to  dellyer  it 
to  the  grantee  in  case  she  did  not  recoTer  from  such  illness, 
and  which  had,  after  her  death,  been  handed  by  said  third  per- 
son to  the  grantee,  is  held  not  to  have. been  dellyered  so  as  t» 
be  valid  as  a  deed,  and  not  to  be  a  will. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ltjdwio,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  set  aside  a  trust  deed  executed 
by  Mary  Jane  Dexter  shortly  before  her  death,  conveying 
certain  real  estate  in  Milwaukee  county  to  the  defendant 
Robert  Stewart  Witte  in  trust  for  certain  purposes  named  in 
the  deed.  The  plaintiff  is  a  son  of  Mary  Jane  Dexter,  and 
defendant  Addie  Dexter  Witte  is  her  daughter  and  the  wife 
of  Robert  Stewart  Witte,  trustee,  and  the  other  defendants 
are  children  of  plaintiff  and  of  the  defendants  Robert 
Stewart  Witte  and  Addie  Dexter  Witte. 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  said  Mary 
Jane  Dexter  en  and  prior  to  the  10th  day  of  February,  1904, 
was  of  unsound  mind  and  memory,  incapable  of  managing^ 
her  own  affairs,  mentally  incompetent  to  take  care  of  or 
dispose  of  her  property,  and  capable  of  being  easily  influ- 
enced by  other  persons;  that  she  was  induced  to  sign  a  cer- 
tain paper  purporting  to  be  the  deed  in  question  at  the  insti- 
gation of  defendant  Robert  Stewart  Witte  in  the  interest  of 
his  wife  and  their  children ;  that  at  the  time  of  signing  said 
paper  Mary  Jane  Dexter  was  not  informed  of  the  content* 
thereof  and  never  acknowledged  the  same;  that  on  the  17tk 
day  of  February,  1904,  said  Mary  Jane  Dexter  died  intes- 
tate in  the  county  of  Milwaukee,  without  having  made  any 
last  will  and  testament,  leaving  her  surviving  as  her  only 
children  and  sole  heirs  at  law  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant Addie  Dexter  WUte,  and  that  they  ever  since  have  been 
and  now  are  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  described  in  tho 
trust  deed ;  that  the  defendant  Robert  Stewart  Witte  caused 
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said  deed  to  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds 
prior  to  the  oommencement  of  this  action;  that  he  is  in  pos- 
49e8sion  of  the  real  estate  described  therein,  and  claims  that, 
by  virtue  of  said  alleged  deed,  he  is  seised  of  said  premises 
as  trustee  to  the  uses  set  forth  in  said  instrument ;  and  that 
the  other  defendants  severally  claim  the  several  rights, 
estates,  and  interests  to  which  they  are  entitled  upon  the 
face  of  the  deed.  The  prayer  is  that  said  alleged  deed  may 
be  declared  to  be  null  and  the  same  and  the  record  thereof 
set  aside  and  canceled,  and  that  the  title  to  said  real  estate 
may  be  adjudged  to  be  in  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Addie 
Dexter  Witte  as  tenants  in  common. 

The  deed  conveys  the  property  referred  to  to  the  defendant 
Robert  Stewart  Witte  in  trust  for  certain  purposes  named 
therein  with  power  to  sell,  convey,  lease,  or  mortgage  the 
same,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  the  trustee  is  directed  to  pay 
certain  sums  to  the  plaintiff's  children  on  their  arriving,  re- 
spectively, at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  with  alternative 
provision  in  favor  of  the  survivors,  if  any  of  them  should  die 
before  reaching  that  age,  and,  if  none  of  them  should  live  to 
that  age,  then  the  money  to  be  paid  to  their  father,  the  bal- 
ance of  the  property  to  be  paid  to  the  children  of  defendant 
Addie  Dexter  Witte,  each  to  receive  his  portion  on  reaching 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  with  alternative  provision  in 
favor  of  the  survivor,  if  either  should  die  before  reaching 
that  age,  and  if  none  of  them  should  live  to  that  age  then 
the  whole  balance  to  be  paid  to  their  mother;  under  certain 
circumstances  the  property  to  be  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Witte's 
<5hildren,  or,  upon  their  death,  to  her,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  sums  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff's  children. 
The  deed  purported  to  have  been  duly  signed,  sealed,  and  de- 
livered in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  and  was  duly  ac- 
Imowledged  on  the  10th  day  of  February,  1904. 

Answers  were  put  in  admitting  the  making  of  the  deed 
and  that  it  had  been  recorded  by  the  defendant  Robert 
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Stewart  Witte  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  for  Mil- 
waukee county;  that  Mary  Jane  Dexter  died  intestate  with- 
out having  made  any  last  will  and  testament,  and  leaving 
her  surviving  as  her  only  children  and  sole  heirs  at  law  the 
plaintiflf  and  defendant  Addie  Dexter  Witte;  that  defend- 
ant Robert  Stewart  Witte  was  in  possession  of  the  real 
estate^  claiming  to  be  seised  of  the  premises  by  virtue  of  said 
deed  as  trustee  to  the  uses  set  forth  in  said  instrument;  and 
that  ibe  other  defendants  severally  claimed  the  interest 
which  said  deed  upon  its  face  vested  in  them  or  in  said 
Robert  Stewart  Witte  as  trustee.  The  answers  denied  that 
Mary  Jane  Dexter  was  of  unsound  mind  or  incapable  of 
managing  her  aflFairs  or  was  induced  to  sign  the  deed  by  any 
one,  and  alleged  that  the  same  was  her  own  free  and  volun- 
tary act  and  deed ;  and  denied  that  the  said  Mary  Jane  Dex- 
ter was  not  informed  of  the  contents  of  the  deed,  or  that  she 
never  admowledged  it  or  gave  her  consent  thereta 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  asked  leave  to  amend  his  coin- 
plaint  by  inserting  that  the  writing  purporting  to  be  a  deed 
of  conveyance  was  not  the  deed  of  Mary  Jane  Dexter,  and 
that  said  deed  was  never  delivered  by  Mary  Jane  Dexter  to 
the  grantee  named  therein.  This  amendment  was  allowed 
under  objection.  The  main  question  litigated  on  the  trial 
was  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  The  court,  among  other 
things,  found: 

"(3)  That  on  the  10th  day  of  February,  A.  D.  1904,  the 
said  Mary  Jane  Dexter  was  sick,  and  that  on  that  day  she 
signed  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  premises  described  in 
the  first  finding  of  fact,  wherein  Ae  defendant  Robert 
Stewart  Witte  was  named  as  grantee  in  trust  for  the  other  de- 
fendants and  plaintiff  under  the  provisions  and  contingen- 
cies therein  expressed,  and  that  said  Mary  Jane  Dexter 
thereupon  intrusted  said  deed  to  the  hands  of  one  G.  H. 
Fowler,  to  be  kept  by  him  with  other  papers  for  her,  but  with 
instructions  to  deliver  the  deed  to  said  Robert  Stewart  Witte 
in  case  she  did  not  recover  from  her  sickness;  that  she  re- 
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tained  control  of  said  deed  during  her  lifetime,  but  did  not 
further  act  with  reference  to  the  same  during  her  lifetime, 
and  said  deed  remained  iu  the  possession  of  said  Fowler 
until  after  her  death. 

"(4)  That  said  Mary  Jane  Dexter  did  not  recover  from 
her  said  sickness,  but  died  intestate  on  February  17,  1904, 
leaving  her  surviving  as  her  only  children  and  sole  heirs 
at  law  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Addie  Dexter  Witte,*' 

And  as  conclusions  of  law  found : 

"(1)  That  there  was  not  such  a  delivery  of  said  deed  by 
said  Mary  Jane  Dexter  as  to  pass  title  to  the  premises 
therein  described. 

"(2)  That  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  said  deed  declared 
null  and  void  and  set  aside  and  canceled  of  record,  and  to 
have  the  title  to  said  premises  adjudged  to  be  in  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  Addie  Dexter  Witte  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, with  the  costs  of  this  action." 

After  trial  and  decision  of  the  court,  counsel  for  appel- 
lants asked  leave  to  amend  the  answer  so  as  to  withdraw  the 
allegation  to  the  effect  that  Mary  Jane  Dexter  died  intestate, 
and  by  alleging  that,  if  the  conveyance  in  question  was  not 
valid  as  a  deed  by  reason  of  failure  to  deliver  it,  the  same 
was  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Mary  Jane  Dexter  and 
duly  executed  by  her  as  such,  which  was  denied.  Judgment 
was  entered  declaring  the  deed  null  and  void  and  adjudging 
that  the  title  to  the  premises  described  therein  was  in  the 
plaintiff,  Frances  C.  L.  Dexter,  and  the  defendant  Addie 
Dexter  Witte,  as  tenants  in  common.  The  defendants  Rob- 
ert Stewart  Witte,  Addie  Dexter  Witte,  Gladys  J.  Witte, 
and  Dexter  Hathaway  Witte  appeal  from  said  judgment. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Winkler,  Flanders, 
Bottum  &  Fawsett,  attorneys  for  Robert  Stewart  Witte  and 
Addie  Dexter  Witte,  by  R.  Sinclair  Witte,  guardian  ad  Uiem 
of  Gladys  J.  Witte  and  Dexter  Hathaway  Witte,  and  by 
James  0.  Flanders,  of  counsel ;  a  reply  brief  signed  by  Wink- 
ler,  Flanders,  Bottum  &  Fawsett,  attorneys,  and  JarMS  0. 
Flanders,  of  counsel ;  and  oral  argument  by  C  E.  Monroe. 
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For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Nath.  Pereles  & 
J3ons,  attorneys,  and  Charles  8.  Carter,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  Caaier. 

KxBWiN,  J.  It  is  established  without  dispute  that  the 
deed  in  question  was  never  delivered,  hence  never  had  vi- 
tality as  a  deed.  N*o  error  was  committed  in  allowing  the 
amendment  to  the  complaint  setting  up  nondelivery  of  the 
deed.  The  main  contention  of  the  appellants  is  that,  al- 
though the  deed  was  void  for  want  of  delivery,  it  was  valid 
as  a  will,  and  that  they  should  have  been  permitted  to  amend 
their  answer  so  as  to  set  up  the  fact  that  the  instrument  was 
a  will,  and  be  protected  by  the  judgment  in  their  right  to 
have  the  instrument  probated.  If  the  instrument  was  not 
testamentary  in  character,  but  in  fact  a  deed,  the  denial  of 
appellants'  motion  to  amend  becomes  immaterial  and  could 
under  no  circumstances  work  prejudice.  We  are  cited  to 
a  great  many  authorities  by  counsel  on  both  sides  and  have 
examined  them  with  care.  Some  of  tliose  cited  by  appel- 
lants are  where  the  instruments  were  upon  their  face  testa- 
mentary and  showed  that  no  interest  was  to  pass  until  after 
the  death  of  the  maker,  while  in  others  the  main  point  of  con- 
troversy was  whether  any  interest  did  in  fact  vest  before 
death  of  the  grantor,  and  whether  a  deed  could  take  effect  in 
fuiuro.  There  seems  to  be  much  apparent,  if  not  real,  con- 
fusion in  the  authorities  as  to  when  certain  instruments  are 
deeds  or  wills.  In  Sliarp  v.  Hall,  86  Ala.  110,  112,  6  South. 
497,  the  court  says: 

"There  are  few,  if  any,  questions  less  clearly  defined  in 
the  law  books  than  an  intelligible,  uniform  test  by  which  to 
determine  when  a  given  paper  is  a  deed  and  when  it  is  a  will. 
Deeds,  once  executed,  are  irrevocable,  unless  such  power  is 
reserved  in  the  instrument  Wills  are  always  revocable  so 
long  as  the  testator  lives  and  retains  testamentary  capacity.'' 

In  all  the  cases  which  we  have  examined  the  instruments 
held  to  be  wills  bore  upon  their  face,  or  together  with  writ 


80  SUPEEME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIIf.      [Feb. 

Dexter  v.  Witte,  138  Wis.  74. 

ings  which  were  part  of  them,  some  evidence  o£  testamentaiy 
character,  and  lie  fiufficiency  of  such  evidence  coupled  with 
.  the  formality  of  execution  so  as  to  comply  with  statutory  re- 
quirements for  the  execution  of  wills  were  the  controverted 
questicms.     Sharp  v.  HaU,  mpra;  Warekam  v.  Sellers,  9 
Gill  &  J.  98;  Smith  v.  Holden,  58  Kan,  635,  50  Pac  447; 
Burlington  University  v.  Baarett,  22  Iowa,  60;  Estate  of 
Longer,  108  Iowa,  34,  78  N".  W.  834;  McCourt  v.  Peppard, 
126  Wis.  326,  105  N.  W.  809;  Lautenshlager  v.  Lwuien- 
shlager,  80  Mich.  285,  45  K  W.  147 ;  Sartor  v.  SaHor,  39 
Miss.  760 ;  Nichols  v.  Chandler,  65  Ga.  369 ;  LoAJuck  v.  Logan,. 
45  W.  Va,  251,  31  S.  E.  986;  Bromley  v.  Mitchell,  155 
Mass.  509,  30  N.  E.  83 ;  Estate  of  KisecTcer,  190  Pa.  St  476, 
42  Atl.  886.     The  foregoing  oases  show  the  character  of  the 
instruments  which  have  be«i  held  to  be  testamentary  and  en- 
titled to  probate  as  wills.    We  have  been  cited  to  no  case,  and 
have  found  none,  where  a  deed  plain  and  unambiguous  on 
its  face  conveying  a  present  interest  and  unexplained  by  con- 
temporaneous writing  of  a  testamentary  diaracter  was  held  ta 
be  a  will,  while  on  the  other  hand  we  find  authority  directly 
in  point  to  the  contrary.    Clay  v.  Layton,  134  Mich.  317,  96 
X.  W.  458;  Dodson  v.  Dodson,  IAS,  Mich.  586,  106  N.  W. 
1110;  Estate  of  Skerrett,  67  Cal.  585,  8  Pac.  181.     We- 
have  also  examined  a  great  number  of  cases  which  bear  more 
or  less  upon  the  question  as  corroljorative  of  the  foregoing, 
some  of  which  we  call  attention  to.     Mann  v.  Ex'rs  of  Mann, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  231;  Cates  v.  CaJtes,  135  Ind.  272,  34  N.  E. 
957;  Wilson  v.  Carrico,  140  Ind.  533,  40  N.  E.  50;  White 
17.  Hopkins,  80  Ga.  154,  4  S.  E.  868 ;  Bunch  v.  Nicks,  50 
Ark  367,  7  S.  W.  563;  Shackelton  v.  Sebree,  86  HI.  616; 
Wym4in  v.  Brown,  50  Me.  139 ;  Patterson  v.  English,  71  Pa. 
St.  454;  Turner  v.  Scott,  51  Pa.  St  126 ;  Nichols  v.  Em^ry, 
109  CaL  323,  41  Pac  1089;  Estate  of  Ogle,  97  Wia.  56,  7^ 
N.  W.  389 ;  Whitm^e  v.  Hay,  85  Wis.  240,  55  K  W.  708. 
Clay  V.  Layton,  supra,  is  directly  in  point     There,  as  here,. 
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the  instrument  was  in  form  a  deed  conveying  a  present  inter- 
est and  containing  on  its  face  nothing  of  a  testamentary 
character.  The  maker  retained  control  of  the  instrument 
during  his  life,  but  left  instructions  for  delivery  to  the 
grantee  named  after  his  death,  and  the  instrument  was  held 
a  deed  and  not  a  will.  In  discussing  the  subject  in  Clay  v, 
Ldyton,  supra,  the  court  lays  down  the  principleB  governing 
such  cases,  namely: 

^'(1)  Those  in  whidi  the  testamentary  intent  is  dearly 
deducible  from  the  writing. 

"(2)  Those  where  the  instrument  is  ambiguous,  or  of 
doubtful  meaning. 

"(3)  Those  where  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  a  testamen- 
tary intent,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  instrument  is  in  terms 
plainly  a  deed." 

The  court  held  that  in  the  first  class  there  was  no  diffi- 
culty in  holding  the  instrument  a  will ;  in  the  second  that  it 
might  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances;  and 
in  the  third  that  the  instriiment  oould  not  be  contradicted 
and  shown  to  be  a  will.  The  deceased  left  in  a  drawer  which 
he  controlled  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  a  written  instni 
ment  in  the  form  of  a  deed  with  instructions  to  deliver  it  in 
connection  with  other  papers  upon  his  death,  and  statins^ 
that  he  left  the  matters  in  that  form  to  avoid  probate.  Tho 
court  said: 

"These  papers  plainly  provide  in  terms  for  a  present 
transfer  of  property,  and  to  show  that  a  different  intention 
existed  would  be  to  contradict  them,  and  this  cannot  be  done. 
We  have  examined  many  authorities  where  the  question  in- 
volved was  whether  papers  in  form  deeds  were  testamentary 
in  character,  and  it  is  a  significant  fact  that  not  one  has  been 
found  which  supports  the  complainant's  contention.  In 
nearly  every  instance  the  question  is  solved  from  the  writing 
itself,  or,  if  not,  the  construction  adopted  is  not  contradictory 
to  its  provisions  which  are  open  to  two  interpretations.  We 
have  had  difficulty  in  finding  a 'case  in  which  the  exact  point 
before  us  is  raised,  but  it  seems  manifest  that  the  same  rule 
Vol.  138—6 
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that  forbids  the  contradiction  o£  an  established  will  should 
forbid  the  contradiction  of  the  same  instrument  as  a  means 
of  establishing  it  as  a  will,  when  its  terms  plainly  show  it  to 
be  a  deed  conveying  a  present  interest  It  is  only  when  the 
Avriting  is  of  doubtful  import  that  interpretation  by  the  aid 
of  extrinsic  evidence  becomes  necessary,  and  in  such  case  in- 
terpretation,  not  contradiction,  is  permissible." 

We  think  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  foregoing  case  is 
sound  in  principle  and  in  harmony  with  the  great  weight  of 
authority.  We  hold  that  the  deed  in  question  could  not  be 
probated  as  a  will ;  hence  the  judgment  below  was  right  and 
must  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Maslikg,  Appellant,  vs.  Jones  and  another^  Respondents. 

January  iS-^Fehruary  16, 1909, 

BilU  and  notes:  Accommodation  paper:  Consideration:  Transfer 
after  maturity:  Rights  of  holder:  Mortgages:  Assignment: 
Failure  to  record:  Payments:  Rights  of  subsequent  purchaser 
in  good  faith, 

1.  No  consideration  movinir  to  the  accommodation  maker  is  nec- 

essary to  uphold  an  accommodation  note,  the  consideration  sup- 
porting his  promise  being  that  parted  with  by  the  person  tak- 
ing the  note  and  received  by  the  person'  accommodated. 

2.  The  maker  of  an  accommodation  note  cannot  defend  against  it 

on  the  ground  that  the  holder  other  than  the  person  accom- 
modated, whether  indorsee  or  transferee  for  value,  knew  be- 
fore and  when  he  took  the  note  that  the  accommodation  maker 
received  no  consideration. 
8.  The  agency  of  the  party  accommodated  to  negotiate  an  accom- 
modation note  and  raise  money  thereon  does  not,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  express  agreement,  expire  at  the  maturity  of  the  note; 
and  the  mere  fact  that  the  transfer  to  a  holder  for  value  was 
made  after  the  note  became  due  does  not  permit  the  accommo- 
dation maker  to  defeat  recovery  at  the  suit  of  such  holder 
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merely  upon  the  ground  that  there  waa  no  consideration  moT- 
ing  to  the  accommodation  maker. 

4.  The  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  note  and  mortgage  may  safely  hold 

possesdion  thereof  without  recording  his  assignment,  and,  noth- 
ing else  appearing,  he  will  be  protected  against  payments  by 
the  debtor  to  the  original  mortgagee  who  haa  not  possession 
of  the  note  and  mortgage. 

5.  But  it  is  otherwise  as  against  one  who  purchases  the  mortgaged 

land  in  good  faith  and  for  a  Taluable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  assignment,  and  who  receives  from  or  through 
the  vendor,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  and  as  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  a  conveyance  of  the  land  and  a  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage  by  the  apparent  owner  of  record.  Against  such  a 
purchaser  who  places  his  deed  and  satisfaction  of  mortgage 
on  record  before  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  Is  recorded, 
the  assignee  is  estopped  to  assert  his  mortgage  lien, 
■e.  The  mere  fact  that  the  deed  delivered  to  such  a  purchaser  sim- 
ultaneously with  the  satisfaction  of  mortgage  and  as  part  of 
the  transaction  excepted  the  mortgage  from  the  covenant 
against  incumbrances,  did  not  put  him  in  the  oosition  of  a 
debtor  paying  the  mortgage  debt 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.  Modified  and 
{iffirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  dismissing  the  plaintiff's 
complaint  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Goff,  Hayes  &  Han- 
nan,  and  oral  argument  by  Owy  D.  Goff.     Among  other  au- 
thorities, they  cited  Cooper  v.  Jackson,  4  "Wis.  537 ;  Prvis- 
man  v.  Baker,  3Q  Wis.  644 ;  Wiltsie,  Mortgage  Foreclosures, 
§  395;  ReicheH  v.  Neuser,  93  Wis.  513,  67  K  W.  939 
Cleveland  v.  Sovihard,  25  Wis.  479 ;  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1205 
Winkelmmm  v.  Brickert,  102  Wis.   50,   78   K  W.   164 
Loizeaux  v.  Fremder,  123  Wis.  193,  101  K  W.  423 ;  Marl- 
ing V.  Nommensen,  127  Wis,  363,  106  N.  W.  844;  Nix  v, 
WisweU,  84  Wis.  334,  54  N.  W.  620. 

C.  E.  Estabrook,  for  the  respondent  Jones,  cited  Reming 
ton  V.  Detroit  D.  Mfg.  Co.  101  Wis.  307,  309,  77  N.  W. 
178;  Breitengross  v.  Farr,  100  Wis.  215,  216;  Cawley  v. 
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Kellcy,  60  Wis.  315,  319 ;  Mason  v.  Beach,  55  Wis.  607, 
612 ;  1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  859 ;  Fred  Miller  B.  Co.  v.  Manassej 
99  Wis.  99,  102 ;  CeniraZ  Bank  v.  Copelani,  18  Md.  805,  81 
Am.  Dec.  597;  Croft  v.  Bunster,  9  Wis.  503;  Owen  v, 
Evans,  134  N.  Y.  514,  31  X.  E.  999;  Wilson  v.  Ott,  173 
Pa.  St  253,  34  AU.  23,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  767 ;  Foster  v.  Mc- 
Guire,  96  Ga.  447,  23  S.  E.  398;  McKenna  v.  Kvrhwood,  50 
Mich.  544;  Bacon  v.  Harris,  15  R.  I.  599,  10  Atl.  647;  27 
Cyc.  1320,  subd.  3,  and  cases  cited;  35  Am.  Dig.  (Cent,  ed.) 
§  1212,  col.  1946. 

For  the  respondent  Lindsay  there  was  a  brief  by  M.  H, 
Brand,  attorney,  and  Frank  T.  Boesel,  of  coimsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  BoeseL  They  cited,  besides  other  cases, 
sec.  2241,  Stats.  (1898)  ;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d 
ed.)  364;  Eodge  v.  Wallace,  129  Wis.  84,  108  N.  W.  212; 
sees.  1676—22,  1675—54,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906)  ;  Butler  v. 
Bank  of  Mazeppa,  94  Wis.  351,  68  K  W.  998 ;  Oriswold  v. 
Nichols,  117  Wis.  267,  94  K.  W.  33;  Kellogg  v.  Fwncher, 
23  Wis.  21 ;  Grand  Rapids  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ford,  143  Mich. 
i02,  107  K  W.  76;  Marling  v.  Nornmensen,  127  Wis.  363, 
369,  106  K  W.  844;  Friend  v.  Tahr,  126  Wis.  291,  301, 
104  N.  W.  d97  ;Banitz  v.  Adams,  181  Wis.  152,  111  N.  W. 
69 ;  Bennett  v.  Keehn,  67  Wis.  154,  29  K  W.  207,  80  N.  W. 
112. 

Timlin,  J.  The  findings  establish  that  on  September  21, 
1898,  Everett  H.  Jones  executed  his  prcmiissory  note  for 
$2,000  payable  two  years  after  date  to  the  order  of  Henry 
Herman  and  bearing  interest,  and  at  the  same  time  and  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  note  executed  a  mortgage  to 
Henry  Herman  in  due  form  upon  lots  11,  12,  18,  14,  15, 
16,  17,  18,  and  19  in  block  No.  1,  Lindsay's  subdivision  in 
the  Seventeenth  ward  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  which  mort- 
gage was  recorded  on  September  22,  1898,  in  the  proper 
ofBce.     Jones  executed  and  delivered  this  note  and  mortgage 
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to  Herman  with  the  understanding  that  Herman  would  ne- 
gotiate the  same  and  raise  money  thereon,  but  Jones  received 
no  consideration  and  the  note  and  mortgage  were  executed 
by  him  merely  for  the  accommodation  of  Henry  Herman. 
June  2,  1901,  Jones  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises  sub- 
ject to  this  mortgage  of  $3,000  to  one  Raymond^  the  confi- 
dential agent  for  Henry  Herman,  who  was  acting  for  the 
latter  in  all  the  transactions  herein  mentioned.  This  deed 
was  recorded  February  11, 1902,  in  the  proper  oiBce.  Jones 
never  had  or  claimed  any  real  interest  in  or  to  the  mortgaged 
property.  April  2,  1902,  Heniy  Herman  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff's  assignor,  under  whom  she  claims,  and  after  it  was 
past  due,  the  note  and  mortgage  aforesaid,  and  indorsed  the 
note,  and  ddivered  the  instruments  so  assigned  and  indorsed 
to  plaintiff's  assignor  as  collateral  security  to  a  promissory 
note  of  $2,000  then  executed  for  value  by  Henry  Herman  to 
plaintiff's  assignor  and  bearing  even  date  with  said  assign- 
ment This  assignment  was  not  recorded  until  April  16, 
1903,  October  16,  1902,  Henry  Herman  delivered  to  the 
defendant  Lindsay  a  warranty  deed  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises running  from  Raymond  to  Lindsay^  containing  the  state- 
ment in  the  covenant  against  incumbrances  that  the  mort- 
gaged premises  were  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances  what- 
ever, except  one  mortgage  for  the  sum  of  $2,000.  This  deed 
was  dated  and  acknowledged  February  28,  1902,  and  re- 
corded in  the  proper  office  October  17,  1902.     On  October 

16,  1902,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Lindsay, 
Herman  also  delivered  to  Lindsay  a  satisfaction  piece  or  re- 
lease in  writing  of  the  mortgage  first  mentioned,  which  re- 
lease is  dated  October  16,  1902,  and  was  recorded  October 

17,  1902,  in  the  proper  office.  The  consideration  of  this 
conveyance  of  land  and  satisfaction  of  mortgage  to  the  de- 
fendant Lindsay  was  that  Lindsay  credited  Henry  Herman 
with  a  payment  of  $2,475  on  a  note  of  $4,500  dated  Novem- 
ber 27,  1900,  belonging  to  Lindsay  upon  which  Herman  was 
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liable  as  indorser.  Lindsay  took  possession  of  the  premises 
in  question  immediately  after  the  transfer  and  paid  the  taxes 
thereon  since  said  date.  The  transaction  between  Herman 
and  Lindsay  was  at  one  and  the  same  time  a  purchase  of  the 
lots  from  Herman  by  Lindsay  for  $2,475  and  a  payment  of 
the  mortgage  of  $2,000  thereon  by  Lindsay,  both  incidents 
being  part  of  the  same  transactioii.  Lindsay  had  no  knowl- 
edge or  information  of  any  kind  of  any  claim  by  the  plaint- 
ifPfl  assignor  to  the  premises.  He  acted  in  good  faith  and 
relied  upon  the  record  title  to  the  premises  with  respect  to 
the  title  as  well  as  to  the  mortgage ;  but  he  did  not  require  the 
production  of  the  note  and  mortgage  in  question  and  the  same 
were  not  produced.  There  is  due  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  note  in  question  $2,575,  and,  except  as  hereinbefore 
stated,  no  part  has  ever  been  paid. 

In  addition  to  these  findings  of  fact  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  lots  in  question  were,  at  the  instance 
and  request  of  Herman,  conveyed  by  the  National  Realty 
Company  to  Jones  immediately  prior  to  the  execution  of  the 
note  and  mortgage  in  question  by  Jones  and  for  the  purpose 
of  having  Jones  execute  the  mortgage  thereon  as  an  aooom- 
modation  to  Herman. 

As  conclusions  of  law  from  the  forgoing  facts  the  court 
below  found  that  the  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  the  de- 
fendant Jones  are  void  for  want  of  consideration,  but  that 
the  defendant  Lindsay  is  estopped  to  set  up  this  invalidity 
because  Lindsay  purchased  the  mortgaged  premises  subject 
to  the  mortgage ;  that  the  plaintiff^s  assignor  and  the  defend- 
ant Lindsay  were  negligent  in  their  dealings  with  Henry 
Herman  in  the  matters  herein  involved — ^plaintiff^B  assignor 
in  not  recording  his  assignment  after  the  same  was  delivered 
to  him,  and  Lindsay  in  not  demanding  the  note  and  mortgage 
in  question  at  the  time  the  release  of  the  mortgage  and  war- 
ranty deed  to  the  lots  were  delivered  to  him ;  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  corae  into  equity  asking  relief  because  his  negligence 
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waa  prior  to  and  greater  than  that  of  the  defendant  Lindsay; 
that  the  defendants,  Jones  and  Lindsay,  are  entitled  to  judg- 
ment dismissing  the  plaintiff's  complaint  with  costs. 

The  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  conclusions  of  law  do 
not  meet  the  approval  of  this  court,  but  we  review  results^ 
not  reasons  assigned. 

Was  the  action  properly  dismissed  as  to  J  ones  f  No  con- 
sideration moving  to  the  accommodation  maker  is  necessary 
to  uphold  an  accommodation  note.  The  very  name  of  the 
paper  suggests  this.  The  consideration  in  such  case  which 
supports  the  promise  of  the  accommodation  maker  is  that 
parted  with  by  the  person  taking  the  accommodation  note  and 
received  by  the  person  accommodated.  Nor  is  it  any  defense 
by  the  maker  of  an  accommodation  note  that  the  taker  other 
than  the  person  accommodated,  whether  indorse©  or  trans- 
feree for  value,  knew  before  and  when  he  took  the  note  that 
the  acconmiodation  maker  received  no  consideration.  This 
would  be  merely  showing  that  such  taker,  indorsee,  or  trans- 
feree knew  that  it  was  an  accommodation  note.  If  this  were 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  note  there  could  be  no  such  thing  as 
accommodation  paper,  except  in  cases  of  ignorance  of  this 
fact  on  the  part  of  the  taker,  indorsee,  or  transferee,  and  this 
would  be  contrary  to  common  experience,  and  avoid  many  of 
the  daily  transactions  in  banking  and  other  branches  of  busi- 
ness. Sec  1675 — 55,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906).  But  the  accom- 
modation note  in  question  was  transferred  by  the  party  ac- 
commodated, namely,  the  payee  therein,  after  it  became  due. 
Does  this  circumstance  permit  the  accommodation  maker  to 
avoid  the  note  on  the  ground  that  he  received  no  considera- 
tion ?  If  the  effect  of  a  transfer  after  due  is  merely  to  leave 
the  transferee  subject  to  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  true  cii^ 
cumstances  attending  the  execution  of  the  note  in  question, 
and  for  this  reason  subject  him  to  defenses,  then,  as  actual 
knowledge  that  the  note  was  accommodation  paper  would  be 
no  defense  by  the  accommodation  maker  as  against  the  trans* 
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feree  for  value  from  the  party  accommodated,  it  would  seem 
that  it  could  make  no  diflFerence  in  the  liability  of  the  accom- 
modation maker  upon  this  ground  whether  the  note  was  trans- 
ferred before  or  after  due.  Aside  from  this  imputed  notice 
or  knowledge,  or  actual  notice  or  knowledge,  it  is  not  true  that 
the  taker  for  value  from  the  party  accommodated  stands  in 
the  shoes  of  the  latter.  The  difference  between  them  is  that 
one  has  parted  with  value  for  the  note  and  the  other  has  not 
In  neither  case  has  the  maker  received  a  oonsideration  mov- 
ing to  him.  So  that  between  the  party  accommodated  and 
the  accommodation  maker  there  is  no  consideration  parted 
with  or  received  by  either,  while  between  the  transferee  for 
value  and  the  accommodation  maker  there  is  a  oonsideration 
moving  from  the  former  at  the  instance  of  the  latter  suflScient 
to  support  the  contract  There  is  considerable  conflict  among 
the  decisions  on  this  point,  and  those  text-writers  who  profess 
to  have  made  a  thorough  examination  of  the  cases  seem  to  in- 
cline to  the  belief  that  the  weight  of  authority  upholds  the 
view  that  the  transferee  of  accommodation  paper  after  due 
may  enforce  the  same  against  the  accommodation  maker. 
Joyce,  Defenses  to  Comm.  Paper,  §  282  (1907)  ;  1  Dan.  Xeg. 
Inst  (5th  ed.)  §  726  (1903)  ;  2  Randolph,  Comm.  Paper 
(2d  ed.)  §  677  (1899)  ;  Story,  Prom.  Notes  (7th  ed.)  §  194 
(1878)  ;  2  Parsons,  Notes  &  Bills,  p.  29  (1865)  ;  Mersick  t\ 
Adcrman,  77  Conn.  634,  60  Atl.  109 ;  Black  v.  Tarbell,  89 
Wis.  390,  61  N.  W.  1106;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d 
ed.)  364. 

The  imiform  Negotiable  Instrument  Law  (sees.  1675  to 
1684 — 7,  Stats.:  Supp.  1906)  enacted  by  the  legislature  of 
this  state,  and  in  like  manner  adopted  by  thirty-four  states  of 
the  Union  and  by  Congress  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
the  effort  to  bring  about  more  uniformity  of  decision  regard- 
ing these  instruments  of  commerce,  appears  to  distinguish 
between  a  holder  for  value  and  a  holder  in  due  coursa  Bran- 
nan,   Neg.   Inst   Law    (1908) ;  Bunker,   Neg.   Inst   Law 
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(1905).  Sea  1675—55,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  defines  who 
is  an  accommodation  party,  and  provides  that  such  party  is 
liable  on  an  instrument  to  a  holder  for  value  notwithstanding 
such  holder  at  the  time  of  taking  the  instrument  knew  him 
tc  be  only  an  aooommodation  party.  Sec  1675,  State.  (Supp. 
1906),  defines  "holder"  to  mean  the  payee  or  indorsee  of  a 
bill  or  note  who  is  in  possession  of  it>  or  the  bearer  thereof, 
and  defines  "value"  to  mean  a  valuable  consideration.  On 
the  other  hand  a  holder  in  due  course  is  defined  in  sec  1676 — 
22,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  to  be  one  who  has  taken  the  instru- 
ment under  the  following  conditions:  (1)  That  it  is  com- 
plete and  regular  upon  its  face;  (2)  that  he  became  the 
holder  before  it  was  overdue  and  without  notice  that  it  had 
been  previously  dishonored,  if  such  was  the  fact;  (3)  that 
he  took  it  in  good  faith  and  for  value;  (4)  that  at  the  time  it 
was  negotiated  to  him  he  had  no  notice  of  any  infirmity  in 
the  instrument  or  defect  in  the  title  of  the  person  negotiating 
it;  (5)  that  he  took  it  in  the  usual  course  of  business. 

In  the  hands  of  a  holder  otherwise  than  in  due  course  such 
note  is  subject  to  the  same  defenses  as  if  the  notes  were 
not  n^otiable.  Sec  1676—28,  Stats.  (Supp.  1900).  A 
negotiable  instrument  is  discharged  by  the  payment  in  due 
course  by  the  party  accommodated.  It  is  not  discharged  by 
payment  by  a  party  secondarily  liable  thereon,  but  remits 
such  party  to  his  rights  against  him  primarily  liable  (sec. 
1679 — 2,  Stats. :  Supp.  1900)  except  where  it  is  made  for  ac- 
coDMnodation  and  paid  by  the  party  accommodated  (Id.) 
On  the  other  hand  there  are  the  cases  of  Chester  v.  Dorr,  41 
X.  T.  279 ;  Peale  v.  AddlcTcs,  174  Pa.  St  543,  34  AtL  203 ; 
Bacon  v.  Harris,  15  R.  I.  599, 10  Atl.  647 ;  Battle  v.  Weems, 
44  Ala.  105;*and  Simons  v.  Morris,  53  Mich.  155,  18  N.  W. 
625.  See,  however,  in  Alabama  the  later  case  of  Comverly 
V.  Planters'  &  M.  Ins.  Co,  66  Ala.  432;  in  Michigan  the 
later  case  of  Warder,  B.  S  0.  Co.  v.  Oibbs,  92  Mich.  29,  52 
X.  W.  73. 
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No  doubt  there  exists  a  dass  of  defenses  in  favor  of  the  ao» 
comraodation  maker  of  negotiable  paper  which  may  not  be 
urged  in  cases  where  the  note  is  fair  on  its  face  and  negoti- 
ated in  due  course  before  due  to  a  purcliaser  for  value  with- 
out notice  or  knowledge  of  any  infirmity,  but  whidi  might 
be  urged  in  favor  of  the  acoommodation  maker  if  the  note 
were  overdue  when  negotiated.  But  the  fact  that  the  accom- 
modation maker  received  no  consideration  is  not  one  of  these 
defenses  so  long  as  the  note  was  negotiated  by  his  express  or 
implied  authority.  The  fact  is  here  established  that  this  note 
was  in  its  inception  accommodation  paper.  Jones  made  to 
Herman  no  express  restriction  upon  its  use  for  that  puri>ose. 
We  do  not  overlook  the  testimony  of  Brand  with  reference  to 
conversations  between  him  and  Herman  not  in  behalf  of 
Jones,  which  the  court  below  from  its  findings  must  have  re- 
jected as  incredible.  We  approve  this  rejection.  The  testi- 
mony is  overborne  by  the  circumstantial  evidence.  It  is  a 
question  upon  which  the  precedents  are  at  some  variance 
whether  or  not  the  agency  of  the  party  accommodated  to  use 
the  accommodation  paper  to  raise  money  thereon  (no  express 
agreement  appearing)  expires  with  the  maturity  of  the  paper. 
The  greater  number  of  courts  seem  to  favor  the  view  that  the 
agency  to  negotiate  an  accommodation  paper  and  raise  money 
thereon  is  not  so  limited.     See  citations  supra. 

The  courts  of  this  state  are  not  yet  committed  upon  the 
question  presented,  and  it  seems  more  in  harmony  with  the 
uniform  Negotiable  Instrument  Law  and  with  the  weight  of 
judicial  authority  to  hold,  as  we  do,  that  the  mere  fact  that  the 
accommodation  note  was  transferred  by  the  party  accommo- 
dated after  due  to  a  holder  for  value  does  not  permit  the  ac- 
commodation maker  to  defeat  recovery  at  the  suit  of  the  holder 
for  value  merely  upon  the  ground  that  the  note  was  an  ac- 
commodation note  and  without  consideration  moving  to  the 
accommodation  maker.     This  necessitates  a  modification  of 
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the  judgment  of  the  court  below  so  as  to  permit  the  appellant 
to  take  judgment  against  the  accommodation  maker,  Jones. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage  against  the  mortgaged  premises  different  ques- 
tions ansa  The  findings  of  the  court  below,  based  on  suffi- 
cient evidence,  establish  that  the  transaction  between  Lindsay 
and  Herman  which  resulted  in  Lindsay  receiving  from  Ray- 
mond, at  Herman's  request,  a  warranty  deed  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  with  covenant  against  incumbrances  except  the  mort- 
gage in  question,  and  in  receiving  from  Herman  a  satisfaction- 
of  the  mortgage  in  question,  was  a  single  transaction — at  one 
and  the  same  time  a  purchase  of  the  lots  by  Herman  from 
Lindsay  J  and  a  payment  of  the  mortgage  of  $2,000  thereon  ixt 
consideration  of  $2,475  of  pre-existing  debt  then  and  there 
and  by  that  transaction  paid  and  discharged.  Oriswold  v. 
Nichols,  117  Wis.  267,  94  K  W.  33. 

Within  the  rule  of  Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis.  868, 
106  K  W.  844;  Friend  v.  Yahr,  126  Wis.  291,  104  K  W. 
997,  and  other  cases,  Lindsay  was  a  purchaser  of  the  real 
property.  The  fact  that  the  deed  delivered  to  him  simul- 
taneously with  the  satisfaction  of  mortgage  and  as  part  of  the- 
transaction  excepted  thia  mortgage  from  the  covenant  against 
incumbrances  was  not  sufficient  to  put  Lindsay  in  the  posi- 
tion of  a  debtor  paying  a  mortgage  debt.  It,  with  the  ab- 
stract, merely  charged  him  with  notice  of  the  existence  of  the 
mortgage  and  the  name  of  the  mortgagee  from  whom  he  pro- 
cured the  satisfaction  piece.  His  rights  must  be  determined 
by  the  rule  of  the  cases  last  cited  rather  than  by  the  rule  of 
Bartel  v.  Broum,  104  Wis.  493,  80  K  W.  801.  He  is  en- 
titied  to  the  protection  which  the  statute  gives  to  purchasers 
without  notice,  because  it  is  found  that  he  purchased  in  good 
faith  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  knowledge  of  the 
outstanding  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  plaintiff's  as- 
signor, and  first  placed  his  deed  and  satisfaction  of  mortgage- 
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cpon  record,  and  as  against  such  purchaser  the  assignee  of 
the  mortgage  who  fails  to  record  his  assignment  is  estopped 
to  assert  his  mortgage  lien.  Friend  v.  Yahr,  supra.  It  is 
not  a  question  of  comparative  negligence  between  plaintiff's 
assignor  and  Lindsay.  The  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  note 
and  mortgage  may  safely  hold  possession  of  that  mort- 
age and  note  without  recording  his  assignment,  and,  noth- 
ing else  appearing,  he  will  be  protected  against  payments 
1)y  the  debtor  to  the  original  mortgagee  who  has  not  possesr 
sion  of  the  note  and  mortgage.  But  it  is  otherwise  as 
against  a  purchaser  of  land  who  purchases  in  good  faith  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice  of  the  assignment, 
and  who  receives  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  and  as  part  of 
the  same  transaction  a  conveyance  of  the  land  and  a  satis- 
faction of  the  mortgage  by  the  apparent  owner  of  record 
irom  or  through  the  vendor.  Marling  v.  Nommensen,  supra. 
We  are  not  then  merely  dealing  with  the  rights  of  debtors 
and  holders  of  negotiable  paper,  but  with  those  of  purchasers 
of  real  estate. 

By  the  Covrt. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  or- 
dered modified  so  as  to  provide  for  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  Jones  for  the  amount 
found  due  the  plaintiff,  but  not  exceeding  the  amount  due 
from  Jones  upon  the  note  executed  by  him  to  Herman,  costs 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  below ;  and  the  judgment  is  in 
other  respects  affirmed;  costs  of  this  court  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellant against  both  respondents. 
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I/Llbuvo,  Appellant^  vs.  FttzGerald  and  another,  imp.,. 
Respondents. 

,rmnuanf  t&^Felruary  i^t  T909. 

Billi  and  notes:  OonHderation:  Agreement  to  advance  money:  Trans- 
fer without  indorsement:  Defenses:  Estoppel. 

1.  A  note  and  mortgage  were  dellyered  to  the  payee,  one  H.,  a 
dealer  In  such  securities,  upon  his  agreement  to  advance  the 
money  subsequently  as  the  maker  should  need  it  for  a  building. 
The  maker  knew  that  H.  was  likely  to  transfer  the  securities 
to  an  innocent  third  person.  The  mortgage  was  recorded  and 
H.  thereupon  assigned  and  delivered  it  and  the  note  as  collat- 
eral security  for  his  own  note  to  one  who  took  the  securities 
in  good  faith  without  knowledge  of  the  agreement  between  H. 
and  the  maker,  but  the  note  was  not  indorsed  so  as  to  make  the 
assignee  a  holder  in  due  course.  After  the  assignment  H.  wholly 
failed  to  make  the  agreed  advances.    Beld: 

(1)  The  note  to  H.  was  Supported  by  sufficient  consideration 
and  was  valid  in  his  hands. 

(2)  Although  the  assignee  of  H.  was  not  a  holder  in  due 
course,  protected  by  the  law  merchant,  yet  the  maker  was  es- 
topped, as  against  him,  to  set  up  the  defense  of  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  payee's  agreement. 

H  The  rule  that  a  negotiable  instrument  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee 
for  value  and  without  notice  of  defenses,  if  he  is  not  a  holder 
in  due  course,  is  subject  to  such  defenses  as  were  available 
against  his  assignor,  relates  only  to  such  defenses  as  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment. 

S.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais,  where  it  is  applicable,  is  not 
subordinate  but  supreme,  staying  the  operation  of  other  rules. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Wabebk  D.  Tabbawt,  Circuit  Judge.  Reversed. 

Action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  The  issues  raised  hj  the 
pleadings  vrere  closed  by  findings  of  f  act>  whioh  may  be  pre- 
sented as  follows : 

On  March  19,  1903,  defendant  Charles  FitzOerald,  the 
then  owner  of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  duly 
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mortgaged  the  same  to  defendant  Herman  to  secure  payment 
•of  said  defendant  FitzOerald'a  note,  of  like  date,  for  $3,000, 
payable  to  the  order  of  said  Herman,  three  years  after  date, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  said 
mortgage  was  duly  recorded.  The  transaction  occurred  pur- 
suant to  an  application  by  said  defendant  to  said  Herman  for 
a  loan  of  $3,000,  to  be  used  in  the  erection  of  a  building  on 
the  mortgaged  premises,  the  money  to  be  advanced  as  fast  as 
the  improvement  progressed.  Upon  the  delivery  of  the  note 
and  mortgage  to  Herman,  he  delivered  to  said  defendant  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  purpose  thereof  and,  in  effect,  that 
ho  was  indebted  to  said  defendant  to  the  amount  of  the  loan, 
payable  as  before  indicated.  March  20,  1903,  said  Herman 
borrowed  of  George  Ellis  $1,900,  giving  his  promissory  note 
therefor,  payable  three  months  after  date,  and,  for  collateral 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  delivered  to  said  Ellis 
said  first-mentioned  note  and  the  mortgage,  duly  assigning 
the  same  in  writing,  but  not  so  as  to  enable  the  said  Ellis 
to  record  the  assignment,  and  it  never  was  recorded.  Before 
the  commencement  of  the  action  plaintiff  became  the  owner 
of  said  $1,900  note  and  succeeded  to  all  rights  of  said  George 
Ellis  to  said  collateral  security.  The  said  $1,900  note  is 
wholly  unpaid  as  well  as  the  interest  thereon  from  its  date. 
No  part  of  said  $3,000  loan  was  ever  paid  to  said  FitzGerald, 
nor  could  he  ever  collect  any  part  thereof.  Herman  was 
known  to  FUzOerald,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  to 
be  engaged  in  dealing  in  notes  and  mortgages  and  in  loaning 
money  for  himself  and  others  on  real-estate  security. 

On  such  facts  the  court  concluded:  First,  the  note  and 
mortgage  were  given  without  consideration;  second,  neither 
said  Ellis  nor  plaintiff  took  said  note  in  due  course  so  as  to  be 
entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  law  merchant;  third,  the  lat- 
ter holds  the  same  subject  to  equities  and  defenses,  including 
the  defense  of  failure  of  consideration,  which  said  Fitz- 
-Gerald  would  have,  had  the  security  remained  in  the  hands  of 
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fiaid  Herman,  and  is,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  enforce  the 
same  at  all,  and  is  liable  to  FitzOeraid  for  his  costs  and  dis- 
bursements in  the  action. 

Judgment  against  plaintiff  was  ordered  accordingly  and 
was  so  rendered. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Ooff,  Hayes  &  Eaair 
nan,  and  oral  argument  by  Ouy  D.  Gojf. 

For  the  respondent  FitzOeraid  the  cause  was  submitted 
-on  the  brief  of  Dorr  &  Gregory. 

Marshall,  J.  The  foregoing  statement  presents  this 
proposition:  If  A.  mortgages  his  property  to  B.  to  secure 
a  loan  of  money,  to  be  advanced  from  time  to  time,  knowing 
that  he  is  a  dealer  in  such  securities,  B.  agreeing  to  make  the 
advancements  at  times  and  in  a  manner  specified,  and  in  har^ 
mony  with  the  understanding  between  the  parties  placing  the 
mortgage  upon  record,  acquiring  the  status  as  to  all  the  world 
of  being  the  owner  of  the  securities  and  a  debtor  to  A.  for  the 
money  agreed  to  be  advanced,  and  thereafter  B.,  for  value, 
sells  and  duly  assigns  such  securities  to  C,  who  takes  the 
same  without  knowing  of  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor 
between  A.  and  B.  under  the  agreement  as  to  the  advance- 
ment of  money,  the  transaction  between  B.  and  0.  not  being 
such  as  to  give  the  latter  the  protection  of  the  law  merchant, 
and  B.,  neither  before  the  assignment  nor  thereafter,  ad- 
vances the  money  or  any  part  thereof  to  A.  and  wholly 
breaches  his  agreement  in  that  regard,  can.  C,  nevertheless, 
enforce  the  note  and  mortgage  against  A.  ? 

If  the  projKwition  as  stated  be  answered  in  the  negative,  as 
counsel  for  respondent  contend  it  should  be,  and  the  learned 
circuit  court  decided,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed.  If,  on 
the  contrary,  it  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  as  counsel  for 
appellant  contend  it  should  be,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed 
and  the  cause  be  remanded  for  judgment  according  to  the 
prayer  of  the  complaints 
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The  situation  is  governed  by  a  few  plain  legal  principles  in 
respect  to  which  the  learned  circuit  court  went  astray. 

Manifestly,  the  note  was  not  without  consideration  to  sup- 
port it,  merely  because  the  money  called  for  thereby  was  not 
advanced  at  the  time  it  was  given,  nor  at  all.  The  agreement 
to  advance  the  money,  and  the  creation  of  the  relations  of 
debtor  and  creditor  between  Herman  and  FitzOerald,  were 
amply  sufficient  to  support  the  note^  respecting  the  consid- 
eration feature,  as  the  actual  transition  of  the  money  from 
the  former  to  the  latter  at  the  time  the  securities  were  de- 
livered by  the  one  to  the  other,  would  have  been.  That  is  too 
manifest  to  require  discussion.  The  learned  trial  oourt>  it 
seems,  failed  to  distinguish  between  delivery  of  a  note  and 
mortgage  by  the  payor  to  the  payee  for  money  to  be  advanced 
subsequently,  the  security  to  take  effect  presently, — and  de- 
livery thereof,  but  not  to  take  effect  till  performance  of  a 
specified  condition  as  to  making  the  advancement.  In  the 
former  circumstances,  the  security  would  be  a  valid  obliga- 
tion from  the  start,  but  in  the  latter,  performance  of  the  con- 
dition would  be  essential  to  such  validity.  Nutting  v.  Mxtvfu 
F.  Ins.  Co.  98  Wis.  26,  73  N.  W.  432 ;  Thome  v.  ^tna  Ins. 
Co.  102  Wis.  593,  78  N.  W.  920;  State  ex  rel.  Jones  v. 
Chamber  of  Comm.  121  Wis.  110,  98  K  W.  980;  Odden  v. 
Meier,  129  Wis.  14,  107  K  W.  27;  Hodge  v.  Smith,  13a 
Wis.  326,  333,  110  K  W.  192;  Ware  v.  Smith,  62  Iowa, 
169,  17  N.  W.  459;  BelleviUe  Swu.  Ba/nk  v.  Bomman,  124 
HL  200,  16  N*.  E.  210;  Merchants'  Exch.  Bank  v.  LucJcow^ 
37  Minn.  642,  85  N.  W.  434;  Burke  v.  Dulaney,  163  U.  S. 
228,  14  Sup.  Ct.  816. 

Again  the  learned  circuit  court  misapprehended  the  law  in 
assuming,  if  the  note  would  be  subject  to  defenses  as  between 
FitzGerald  and  Herman,  because  of  the  latter  not  having 
kept  his  agreement  with  the  former  by  advancing  the  money, 
the  former  could,  under  all  circumstances,  including  the  tak- 
ing of  the  securities  for  value  and  in  good  faith  without  neg- 
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ligenoe,  from  Herman,  by  a  third  person,  George  Ellis,  and 
without  such  taking  having  the  essential  of  due  course,  of  an 
indorsement  of  the  note  by  Herman  before  maturity,  make 
such  defenses  as  against  the  third  person.  Such  a  situation 
is  not  governed  absolutely  by  the  law  merchant.  Before  it 
can  be  solved  in  favor  of  the  payor  of  the  note,  the  familiar 
principle  of  equity,  essential  to  the  promotion  of  justice^  must 
be  dealt  with,  that  if  a  person,  by  conduct,  reasonably  cal- 
culated to  lead  another  to  act  upon  the  faith  thereof,  cause 
such  other  to  act^  without  negligence  and  in  such  manner  as 
to  suffer  damage  if  the  appearances  created  by  such  conduct 
be  not  warranted  by  the  true  situation,  such  person  is  pre- 
cluded from  taking  advantage  thereof  to  such  other's  injury. 
Whether  that  would  apply  in  a  case  of  this  sort;  in  case  of  a 
want  of  consideration  to  support  the  note,  or  in  case  of  its 
not  having  validity  as  between  the  original  parties  except 
upon  performance  of  a  condition  precedent  which  is  not  per- 
formed, or  even  in  case  of  the  maker  not  having  any  reason- 
able ground  to  apprehend  a  probability  of  the  note  being 
taken  by  a  third  person,  for  value,  without  apprehending  the 
existence  of  any  equities  in  regard  thereto  or  being  negligent 
in  respect  to  the  matter,  need  not  be  considered,  because  no 
sudi  situation  characterizes  this  case,  as  we  have  seen. 

It  would  seem,  upon  principle,  that  the  law  of  estoppel 
ought  to  govern  this  case  in  favor  of  appellant^  especially 
since  FifzOerald  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  when  he 
gave  Herman  the  securities,  that  the  latter  was  liable  to  trans- 
fer the  same  to  another  who  would  take  the  same  as  George 
Ellis  did,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  having  a  right  to 
believe  that  they  were  just  what  they  appeared  to  be.  He  put 
Herman  in  a  position  to  easily  delude  another  in  that  regard, 
even  making  no  restriction  as  to  a  transfer  of  the  paper  or 
recording  of  the  mortgage,  notwithstanding  knowledge  of  his 
business.  Can  one  do  that,  and  then  take  advantage  of  cir^ 
cumstances  which  such  other  had  no  knowledge  of,  nor  any 
Vol.  138—7 
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reasonable  ground  to  suspect^  to  such  other's  injury?  Can 
one  put  up  the  bar  of  his  oym.  negligence  and  thereby  save 
himself  from  loss  by  failure  of  another  to  perform  an  agree- 
ment with  him^  forming  a  full  consideration  for  his  note, 
and  thereby  effect,  as  to  an  innocent  third  peison^  a  f raAid  to 
such  third  person's  injury?  It  would  seem  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  estoppel  plainly  arises  to  the  contrary, — so  plainly 
that  illustration  by  reference  to  precedents  to  support  such 
conclusion  is  not  necessary. 

Passing  to  the  field  of  precedents  we  find,  as  would  be  ex- 
pected, that  the  principle  suggested  has  been  often  applied 
to  situations  the  same  or  similar  to  the  one  before  us,  for  the 
protection  of  the  innocent  third  person,  and  search  fails  to 
enable  one  to  discover  where  it  has  been  invoked  in  vain. 
On  this,  many  cases  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  appellant 
show  so  clearly  the  trend  of  authority  that  we  will  refer 
thereto  with  others :  Two  Rivers  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Day,  102  Wis. 
328,  78  K  W.  440 ;  Loizeaux  v.  Fremder,  123  Wis.  193,  101 
K  W.  423 ;  Marling  v.  Nommensen,  127  Wis.  363,  106  N. 
W.  844;  Bogart  v.  Stevens,  69  K  J.  Eq.  800,  63  Atl.  246; 
Bush  V.  Cushmam,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  131 ;  Combes  v,  Chaoidler, 
33  Ohio  St  178 ;  Wilson  v.  Eichs,  40  Ohio  St.  418 ;  McNeil 
V,  Tenth  Nat,  Bamk,  46  K  Y.  325 ;  Moore  v.  Metropolitan 
Nat,  Bank,  66  K  T.  41 ;  Davis  v.  Beckstein,  69  N.  Y.  440; 
Boardman  v.  L.  8.  &  M,  S.  R.  Co.  84  K  Y.  157,  182 ;  Pc^er 
V.  Conner,  93  N.  Y.  118 ;  Simpson  v.  Del  Eoyo,  94  N.  Y. 
189 ;  Cable  v.  Ellis,  86  HI.  525 :  Marshall  v.  Ender,  20  111. 
App.  312 ;  Atlanta  0.  Co.  v.  Hv/nt,  100  Tenn.  89,  42  S.  W. 
482 ;  Kempner  v.  Hvddleston,  90  Tex.  182,  37  S.  W.  1066 ; 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Perdue,  40  W.  Va.  442,  21  S.  E. 
755;  1  Jones,  Mortgages  (6th  ed.)  §  683. 

In  the  text-book  referred  to  the  rule  is  laid  down  thus: 

If  a  person  induces  another  to  take  an  assignment  of  the 
mortgage  from  the  holder  of  it  "upon  the  representation  that 
it  is  a  good  and  valid  security"  he  cannot  subsequently  im- 
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peach  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  "in  the  hands  of  such  as- 
signee. Having  by  word  or  deed  induced  another  to  part 
with  his  money  for  the  security,  he  is  not  allowed  to  repudi- 
ate the  truth  of  his  representation,  and  escape  the  payment 
of  the  obligation  by  showing  that,  as  between  himself  and  the 
former  holder/'  it  was  invalid. 

Whether  that  applies  generally  we  need  not  now  decide  or 
go  further  than  the  facts  of  this  case. 

The  principle  stated  is  not  restricted  to  acts  or  representa- 
tions directly  between  the  maker  of  the  securities  and  the  as- 
signee. Constructive  representations,  conduct  equivalent  to 
actual  representations,  as  by  giving  to  the  holder  of  securities 
all  of  the  characteristics  of  ownership,  so  he  may  hold  and 
transfer  the  same  with  all  the  usual  appearances  of  absolute 
right  to  do  so  and  with  reasonable  knowledge  that  he  ^\rill  or 
may  do  so,  is  certainly  sufficient  That  runs  through  all  the 
cases  cited  and  many  more  that  might  be  referred  to.  True, 
such  cases  do  not  all  exactly  fit  the  facts  of  this  case,  but  they 
do  so  in  principle.  Bush  v.  Cushman,  supra,  is  exactly  in 
pointy  when  we  consider  that  conduct  equivalent  to  actual  rep- 
resentation, inter  partes,  is  likewise  equivalent  thereto  in  ef- 
fect, as  to  estoppel  in  pais.  It  is  particularly  applicable  here, 
since  FitzOerald,  as  we  have  seen,  must  have  known  from  the 
nature  of  Herman's  business  that  he  was  liable  to  and  prob- 
ably would  sell  the  securities  to  some  person  without  disclos- 
ing the  nature  of  his  business  relations  with  the  payor. 

Bogaai  v.  Stevens,  supra,  is  quite  like  this  case.  We  are 
unable  to  see  any  material  distinction  between  clothing  an 
agent  with  the  semblance  of  being  the  owner  of  securities  ac- 
companied by  actual  authority  to  transfer  the  same  for  value, 
and  vesting  the  actual  title  to  such  securities  in  a  person  with 
all  the  semblance  of  absolute  ownerehip,  knowing  that  he  is 
liable  to,  and  probably  will,  transfer  them  to  another,  for 
value,  having  no  knowledge,  or  reasonable  means  of  knowl- 
edge, of  any  present  or  future  defense  thereto. 
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In  McNeil  p.  Terdh  Nat.  Bank,  supra,  it  is  said,  in  effect, 
that,  except  as  regards  the  effect  of  the  law  merchant,  an  as- 
signee of  assignable  papers  obtains  no  greater  right  than  his 
assignor  possesses;  but  said  the  court: 

"It  doee  not  interfere  with  tibe  well-established  principle, 
that  where  the  true  owner  holds  out  another,  or  allows  him  to 
appear,  as  the  owner  of  or  as  having  full  power  of  disposition 
over  the  property,  and  innocent  third  parties  are  thus  led 
into  dealing  with  such  apparent  owner,  they  will  be  pro- 
tected. Their  rights  in  such  cases  do  not  depend  upon  the 
actual  title  or  authority  of  the  party  with  whom  they  deal 
directly,  but  are  derived  from  the  act  of  the  real  owner,  which 
precludes  him  from  disputing,  as  against  them,  the  exist- 
ence of  the  title  or  power  whidi,  through  negligence  or  mis- 
taken confidence,  he  caused  or  allowed  to  appear  to  be  vested 
in  the  party  making  the  conveyance." 

Counsel  for  respondent  place  their  sole  reliance  on  the  idea 
that  the  note  was  without  consideration  at  the  starts  hence 
without  validity,  which  is  wrong,  as  we  have  seen,  and  on  the 
law  merchant  as  incorporated  into  sec  1676 — 19  of  the  Ne- 
gotiable Instrument  Statute  (ch.  356,  Laws  of  1899),  to  the 
effect  that  the  taker  for  value  of  a  negotiable  instrument  with- 
out indorsement  takes  no  better  title  than  his  assignee  had 
thereunder,  and  sec  1676 — 28,  to  the  effect  that  a  holder  of 
negotiable  paper,  who  does  not  acquire  it  in  due  course,  is 
subject  to  the  same  perils  as  regards  defenses  by  the  payor  as 
the  payee  was.  Those  rules,  aa  we  have  seen,  give  way  to  the 
supreme  rule  of  estoppel  in  pais.  We  are  referred  with  con- 
fidence to  Boyle  v.  Lybrand,  113  Wis.  79,  88  N.  W.  904. 
Suffice  it  to  say,  we  are  unable  to  see  that  it  touches  the  ques- 
tion in  hand. 

We  are  further  referred  to  Rapps  v.  Oottlieb,  142  N.  T. 
164,  36  N.  E.  1052,  where  the  court  grounded  its  decision  on 
the  doctrine  that  an  assignee,  without  indorsement,  of  nego- 
tiable paper,  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  defenses  available  as 
to  the  original  parties,  holding  it  to  be  applicable  because  the 
note  and  mortgage  in  question  never  had  validity  as  obliga- 
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tions,  since  they  were  delivered  to  the  named  payee  to  take 
effect  according  to  their  tenor  and  not  otherwise  at  all,  only 
upon  the  happening  of  a  condition  precedent  Under  those 
circumstances,  negligence  or  inexcusable  holding  out  on  the 
part  of  the  payor  essential  to  efficient  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  in  pais  was  not  found  to  exist  Without  ap- 
preciation of  the  precise  grounds  for  the  decision,  one  would 
be  quite  liable  to  be  led  astray,  especially  in  view  of  a  brief 
discussion  at  the  closing  of  the  opinion  of  the  invocabilily  of 
tlie  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais.     The  court  reasoned  thus : 

"It  is  a  rule  of  last  resort,  applicable  only  where  all  others 
fail ;  it  is  a  doctrine  subordinate  and  not  dominant,  which  re- 
verses no  other,  but  submits  to  the  authority  of  all,  and  is 
adequate  to  an  ultimate  decision  only  when  it  has  the  field  to 
itself." 

As  those  expressions  are  liable  to  be  understood  they  hardly 
give  proper  dignity  to  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais.  True 
it  is  a  rule  of  last  resort,  but  where  it  is  applicable  it  is  not 
subordinate.  It  stays  the  operation  of  other  rules  which  have 
not  run  their  course,  when  to  allow  them  to  proceed  further 
would  be  a  greater  wrong  than  to  permanently  enjoin  them. 
It  is  a  rule  of  justice  which,  in  its  proper  field,  has  a  power 
of  mastery  over  all  other  rules.  It  is  a  rule,  by  no  means  to 
be  discredited,  but  rather  one  entitled  to  the  distinction  of 
being  one  of  the  greatest  instrumentalities  to  promote  the  ends 
of  justice  which  the  equity  of  the  law  affords. 

There  is  this  further  insurmountable  difficulty  in  sustain- 
ing the  judgment:  The  rule  that  a  negotiable  instrument  in 
the  hands  of  an  assignee  for  value  and  without  notice  of  de- 
fenses as  between  the  original  parties  is  subject,  nevertheless, 
to  such  defenses,  has  relation  to  such  equities  or  defenses  as 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  not  to  latent  defenses  or 
equities  which  possibly  may  at  some  future  time  exist  As 
said  in  Bush  v.  Cvshman,  27  K  J.  Eq.  131 :  It  does  not  em- 
brace "equities  or  defenses  springing  from  defaults,  or  even 
fraud  of  the  assignor,  committed  subsequent  to  the  assign- 
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ment,  and  which  had  no  existence,  and  were  simply  possibili- 
ties,  at  the  time  of  the  assigntnent" 

The  same  doctrine  was  applied  in  Coster  v.  Qriswold,  4 
Edw.  Ch.  364:,  374,  The  views  of  the  court  are  thus  ex- 
pressed : 

"All  that  the  court  of  law  or  equity  can  do  in  such  cases, 
since  they  recognize  and  protect  the  rights  of  assignees  of 
choses  in  action,  is,  to  allow  them  to  take,  subject  always  to 
tnj  defense,  legal  or  equitable,  which  existed  in  favor  of  the 
debtor  against  the  original  holder  or  creditor  at  the  time  of 
the  transfer  or  assignment  Now,  the  question  arises :  What 
existing  equity  or  defense  was  there  against  these  bonds  .  .  .'' 
when  they  were  pledged  to  the  "United  States  Bank  as  col- 
lateral security  .  .  ."?  And,  again,  "Where  an  assignee 
takes  in  good  faith,  his  right  to  hold  will  not  be  disturbed  or 
divested  by  any  subsequent  event  or  after-accruing  right  or 
equity  of  the  debtor." 

To  the  same  effect  are  Chance  v.  Isaacs,  6  Paige  Ch.  592 ; 
Cornish  v.  Bryan,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  146 ;  Losey  v.  Simpson,  11 
N.  J.  Eq.  246,  253 ;  Murray  v.  Lylbum,  2  Johns.  Ch.  441, 
442;  Fhmming  v.  Hoboken,  40  N.  J.  Law,  270;  North  Ber- 
gen V,  Eager,  41  N.  J.  Law,  184, 189 ;  Ex  paHe  Hale,  3  Ves. 
Jr.  304;  Temey  v.  Wilson,  45  N.  J.  Law,  282. 

Here,  as  we  have  seen,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to 
George  Ellis,  Herman  was  the  absolute  owner  of  the  note  and  .^(jju 

mortgage.  They  were  not  waiting  upon  the  happening^^-e^r^HT 
any  event  to  give  them  validity.  Herman  owed  !^lJir'$3,000, 
but  was  not  in  default  He  had,  at  best,  a  possible,  contin- 
gent defense  or  equity.  Under  those  droumstancea,  within 
the  authorities  cited,  Ellis  could  safely  take,  in  good  faith, 
for  value,  the  note  from  Herman.  The  latter's  subsequent 
mere  default  could  not  operate  to  his  prejudice. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
rtr  anded  for  judgment  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  com- 
plaint 

Barnes,  J.,  dissents. 
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GoBTziNGBB,  Appellant^  vs.  Donahttb  and  another,  Respond- 
ents. 
Samb,  Respondent,  vs.  Same,  Appellants. 

January  t^—Fehrua/ry  16,  1909. 

OarporatUms:  AaHgwnent  of  stock  at  ooJUaeral  security:  Right  la 
vote:  Transfer  on  hooks:  WJien  to  be  surrendered:  Contract 
construed:  Protection  of  pledgee* s  security  against  impairment: 
Right  to  he  officer  of  corporation 

1.  In  an  action  invoMng  the  right  to  vote  corporate  stock  asalgned 
as  collateral  security  for  notes  given  for  Its  purchase  price,  It  Is 
Keldj  upon  the  evidence,  that  by  the  understanding  and  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  the  pledgor  has  the  right  to  vote  the  stock, 
although  It  was  not  expressly  so  stipulated  In  their  written  con* 
tract. 

[2.  Whether,  In  general,  the  right  to  vote  corporate  stock  assigned 
as  collateral  security  Is  In  the  pledgor  or  the  pledgee,  not  de- 
termined.] 

3.  Upon  the  sale  of  all  the  stock  of  a  corporation  notes  were  given 
for  a  part  of  the  purchase  price  and  most  of  the  stock  was  as- 
signed to  the  vendor  as  collateral  security  therefor.  One  share 
was  Issued  to  him  and  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  be  a  di- 
rector, officer,  and  employee  of  the  company,  so  as  to  be  in  a 
position  to  protect  his  securities.  Held,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  have  the  stock  so  pledged  transferred  to  him  on  the  books 
of  the  company,  and  that  a  new  certificate  should  be  issued  to 
him  showing  the  transfer  and  that  it  issued  pursuant  to  the 
Judgment  of  the  court. 

4.  The  assignment  of  the  stock  as  collateral  In  such  case  being 

made,  under  tile  agreement,  "to  secure  the  payment  of  said 
notes,  the  same  to  be  held  by  the  [payee]  until  said  notes  shall 
be  fully  paid,"  no  part  of  the  pledged  stock  need  be  surrendered 
until  the  Indebtedness  evidenced  by  the  notes  is  fully  paid. 

5.  There  being  nothing  in  the  agreement  warranting  an  Inference 

that  the  stock  was  pledged  to  secure  anything  other  than  the 
notes  mentioned,  the  pledgee  was  not  entitled  to  hold  it  to 
secure  payment  of  damages  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment in  respect  to  his  being  retained  as  a  director  and  officer 
of  the  company. 
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6.  In  an  action  for  determination  of  the  rights  of  all  parties  under 
such  sale  and  agreement,  the  judgment  should  provide  for  the 
continuance  of  the  vendor  and  pledgee  of  the  stock  as  a  director, 
officer,  and  employee  of  the  company  until  the  debt  to  him  should 
be  paid,  upon  the  condition  that  he  perform  the  duties  of  such 
positions;  and  his  interest  in  the  property  should  be  protected 
against  transfers  or  other  acts  of  the  corporation  which  might 
improperly  impair  his  security. 

Appeals  from  a  judgment  of  the  circruit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Wabebn  D.  Tabbant,  Circuit  Judge.     Revei^sed. 

In  1892  the  Cream  City  Mirror  Plate  Company  was  or- 
ganized with  a  capital  stock  of  $3,000.  In  1898  John  M. 
Goetzinger  had  become  the  sole  owner  of  the  stock.  The  net 
assets  of  the  corporation  were  then  $54,000.  On  Septem- 
ber 27,  1905,  pursuant  to  prior  n^otiations  with  cme  T.  F, 
Donahue,  Ooetzinger  entered  into  a  written  agreement  for  the 
6ale  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  to  Donahue.  The 
agreement  provided  that  the  stock  should  be  increased  to  an 
amount  equal  to  the  net  assets  of  the  corporation ;  Donahua 
should  pay  Ooetzinger  $26,000  in  cash  and  give  Ooetzinger 
five  notes  of  equal  amounts  for  the  balance,  to  be  paid  in  one, 
two,  three,  four,  and  five  years,  and  to  be  secured  by  an  assign- 
ment as  collateral  to  Ooetzinger  of  all  of  the  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration, save  $10,000  worth;  each  party  was  to  deposit 
$3,000  to  insure  the  performance  of  the  agreement;  one  share 
of  stock  was  to  be  issued  to  Ooetzinger,  and  the  balance,  is- 
sued to  Donahue,  was  to  be  assigned,  save  $10,000  worth,  to 
Goetzinger  as  collateral  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  notes; 
Donahue  was  to  be  elected  vice-president  of  the  corporation, 
Goetzinger  to  be  elected  president,  and  to  countersign  all 
checks,  to  collect  the  outstanding  and  to  pay  all  debts  due,  and 
to  receive  an  annual  salary  of  $1,800 ;  and  after  the  expira- 
tion of  a  year  Ooetzinger  was  to  be  employed  to  perform  these 
duties  until  the  notes  were  fully  paid. 

In  January,  1906,  Donahue  and  Ooetzinger  modified  this 
figrecment  as  follows :  The  capital  stock  was  to  be  $50,000 ; 
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the  balance  of  the  asaets  of  the  corporation  was  to  become  a 
debt  due  to  Ooetzinger  from  the  corporation;  Donahue  was 
to  make  a  cash  payment  of  $20,000,  and  for  the  $30,000  bal- 
ance he  was  to  make  six  notes  of  $5,000  each,  payable  one 
each  year  for  six  years,  which  notes  were  to  be  secured  by  an 
assignment  of  the  stock  according  to  the  agreement;  and 
Ooetzinger  was  to  become  vice-president  and  treasurer^  Donor 
hue  president,  and  one  F.  C.  CoggeahaU  secretary. 

The  stock  was  increased  to  $50,000.  One  share  was  is- 
sued to  Ooetzinger,  ten  shares  to  CoggesliaU,  and  489  shares 
to  Donahue.  The  officers  were  elected  as  agreed.  Donahue 
paid  Ooetzinger  $20,000  in  cash,  gave  his  notes  for  $30,000, 
and  by  written  indorsement  assigned  the  stock  issued  to  him 
as  security  to  Ooetzinger;  and  the  corporation  gave  its  note 
for  $4,000  to  Ooetzinger.  The  assignraent  of  the  stock  was 
never  recorded  on  the  books  of  the  corporation.  An  agree- 
ment was  made  between  Ooetzinger  and  the  corporation 
whereby  Ooetzinger  was  to  act  as  treasurer  and  financial  man- 
ager of  the  corporation  for  the  period  of  six  years,  and  Ooetz- 
inger thereby  agreed  to  perform  all  the  services  that  might 
be  required  of  him  during  that  time.  Ooetzinger  also  re- 
ceived an  assignment  of  all  bills  due  the  corporation  and 
agreed  to  pay  all  its  debts  then  due.  A  new  certificate  of 
stock  was  issued  to  Donahue  in  place  of  the  one  originally 
issued  to  him,  which  contained  a  mistake  as  to  the  number 
of  sharea  This  certificate  was  duly  assigned  to  Ooetzinger 
as  collateraL 

At  the  annual  meeting  of  the  corporation  in  January,  1907, 
Ooetzinger  voted  one  share  of  stock,  Donahue  439,  Coggeslvall 
ten  shares,  and  one  Schroeder,  to  whom  Donahue  had  sold  fifty 
shares  of  stock,  voted  the  rest  of  the  stock.  Donahue,  Cogge- 
fhall,  and  Schroeder  were  elected  directors,  and  at  a  directors' 
meeting  later  in  the  day  Donahus  was  elected  president, 
Coggeshall  secretary,  Schroeder  vice-president,  and  Donahue 
treasurer.     A  motion  was  adopted  to  dispense  with  the  serv- 
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ioee  of  Goelzinger  as  financial  manager  because  of  incompe- 
tency and  neglect  of  duty,  and  the  secretary  was  instructed  to 
notify  him.  Since  this  meeting  Ooetzin</er  has  been  excluded 
fi'om  participation  in  the  management  of  the  corporation. 

Ooetzinger  instituted  proceedings  asking  that  the  secretary 
be  required  to  make  a  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  corporation 
of  the  stock  held  by  him  as  security.  Donahue  testified  that 
Goetzinger  had  agreed  that  he  should  vote  the  stock  owned  by 
him,  that  Gi>etzinger  understood  that  Donahue  had  the  right 
to  vote  this  stock,  and  that  Ooetzinger  had  declared  that  he 
feared  that  Donahue  might  vote  him  wholly  out  of  participa- 
tion in  the  management  of  the  corporation.  It  also  appears 
that  Ooetzinger  made  no  claim  at  the  stockholders'  meetings  to 
any  right  to  vote  the  stock  assigned  to  him  as  collateral,  but 
assumed  and  acquiesced  in  Donahue's  right  to  vote  it,  nor  did 
he  take  steps  to  secure  a  transfer  of  this  stock  on  the  books  of 
the  corporation  b6f<»re  the  stockholders'  meetings  so  as  to  en- 
able him  to  vote  it 

The  court  found  that  there  was  no  good  reason  for  the  cor- 
poration dispensing  with  Ooetzinger* 8  services;  that  Donahue 
was  entitled  to  vote  the  stock  held  by  him  but  deposited  with 
Ooetzinger  as  collateral ;  that  Ooetzinger  was  entitled  to  the 
issuance  of  a  certificate  of  stock  reciting  Aat  the  stock  shares 
were  held  by  him  as  security ;  and  that  Ooetzinger  ^ss  entitled 
to  hold  the  stock  as  security  for  any  damages  suffered  by  him 
because  of  the  breach  of  contract  in  dispensing  with  his  serv- 
ices as  treasurer  and  financial  manager.  Both  parties  appeal 
from  the  judgment  entered  on  the  findings- of  the  court 

Framk  M,  Hoyt,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  inter  aUa,  that 
the  legal  title  to  the  stock  in  question  is  in  the  plaintiff. 
Sec.  1751,  Stats.  (1898)  ;  Colebrooke,  Collateral  Securities 
(2d  ed.)  §§  271,  272,  276;  Id.  (1st  ed.)  §  282.  The  right 
to  vote  the  stock  is  in  appellant  as  the  holder  of  the  legal  title 
3  Thomp.  Corp.  §  3872;  Colebrooke,  Collateral  Securities 
(Ist  ed.)  §  283,  p.  371;  Comm.  exrel.  Eberhwrdt  v,  Dalzell, 
152  Pa.  St  217,  221 ;  Vail  v.  Hamilton,  85  K  Y.  453,  458 ; 
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Sleeper  v.  Ooodwin,  67  Wis.  677,  692 ;  Heath  v.  Siluerlhcm 
L.  M.  A  8.  Co.  89  Wis.  146,  168;  In  re  Argue  P.  Co.  1  N. 
Dak.  435,  12  L.  R  A.  782,  note  1.  Transfer  on  the  bo<*s  to 
plaintiff  was  expressly  authorized  by  the  written  assignment 
indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  oertificate.  Sec.  1761,  Stats. 
(1898),  gives  the  right  to  such  transfer  and  a  new  certificate ; 
and  the  law,  independ^&t  of  the  statutes,  gives  this  right. 
Golebrooke,  Collateral  Securities  (2d  ed.)  §  272;  Hvhbell  v, 
Drexel  &  Co.  11  Fed.  116,  118;  Farmers'  Nat.  0.  Bcmk  v. 
Wilson,  68  Cal.  600 ;  Skiif  v.  Stoddard,  68  Conn.  198 ;  Jones 
V.  P.  &  C.  B.  Co.  82  K  H.  644;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  Dak.  60.  Ooetzinger  a»  pledgee  is  entitled 
to  any  dividends  declared  during  the  continuance  of  the 
pledge.  2  Cook,  Stockholden,  §  468,  p^  827,  and  cases  cited 
in  note  3.  The  statute  (sea  1761,  Stats.  1898)  makes  the 
transfer  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  essential  to  the  preser- 
vation of  this  ri^t 

Edgar  L.  Wood,  for  the  defendants,  as  to  the  rights  of  the- 
parties  with  respect  to  the  pledged  stodc,  cited  Earing  v. 
Hamilton,  107  Wis.  112, 117 ;  Burgees  v.  Beligman,  107  U.  S. 
20;  James  M.  Co.  v.  Harikwitz,  137  Wis.  302,  118  N.  W. 
806 ;  KlinkeH  v.  FuUon  8.  &  U.  Co.  113  Wis.  4»3,  501 ;  QeiV 
fuss  V.  Corrigan,  96  Wis.  651,  665 ;  Morey  v.  Fish  Bros.  W. 
Co.  108  Wis.  620,  527;  Jones,  Pledges,  §§  8,  441,  442,  720; 
Spreckels  v.  Nevada  Bank,  113  Cal.  272,  33  L.  R.  A.  459 ; 
State  ex  ret  Beed  v.  Smith,  16  Oreg.  98 ;  VoweU  v.  Thomp- 
son, 3  Cranch  C.  C.  428 ;  McHenry  v.  Jewett,  26  Him,  453 ; 
Haskell  v.  Bead,  68  Neb.  107,  93  K  W.  998 ;  Hoppin  v.  Buf- 
fum,  9  R.  I.  513 ;  Ex  parte  Willcoeks,  7  Cow.  402 ;  Moore  v, 
MarshaUtown  0.  H.  Co.  81  Iowa,  45 ;  Haegele  v.  Western  S, 
Mfg.  Co.  29  Mo.  App.  486 ;  Clarke  ».  Cent.  B.  &  B.  Co.  60 
Fed.  338, 15  L.  E.  A.  688. 

SnBBEOKER,  J.  He  parties  1^  stipulation  enlarged  the  is- 
sues originally  presented  by  the  petition  and  answer  so  as  to 
present  the  question  of  their  l^al  and  equitable  rights  arising^ 
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under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  transaction,  whereby 
Donahue  bought  Ooetzmger's  interest  in  the  corporation,  the 
unpaid  purchase  price  due  Goetzinger  was  to  be  secured  by  a 
pledge  of  most  of  the  shares  of  stock,  and  Ooefzinger,  by  re- 
maining in  the  positions  of  director,  officer,  and  employee  at  a 
stated  salary,  had  such  a  participation  in  the  conduct  of  the 
C'orporate  affairs  as  would  enable  him  to  properly  protect  his 
interests. 

The  principal  controversy  is  whether  Donahue  or  Ooetzin- 
ger  has  the  right  to  vote  the  stock  assigned  to  Goetzinger  as 
<!ollateraL  Both  parties  claim  Ibis  right  under  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case.  In  the  light  of  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  whether  the  right  to  vote  stock  in  a  corporation, 
transferred  by  indorsement  by  the  owner  of  the  certificate  as 
collateral  to  secure  performance  of  the  pledgor's  obligation,  is 
vested  in  the  pledgor  or  pledgee,  need  not  be  determined  in 
this  action.  The  court  found  that  it  was  understood  between 
them  that  Donahue,  as  owner  of  nearly  all  of  the  corporate 
interests,  should  have  the  general  management  of  the  corpo- 
rate business  and  the  right  to  vote  the  stock  transferred  as 
collateral  to  secure  his  indebtedness  to  Goetzinger  after  the 
reorganization  of  the  corporate  affairs  in  the  manner  agreed 
upon  by  them  and  the  transfer  of  Goetzmgers  interest  to 
Donahue  pursuant  to  such  arrangement  No  question  of 
public  policy  or  voting  power  secured  from  stock  ownership 
being  involved,  it  is  not  questioned  but  that  the  parties  might 
determine  by  agreement  who  should  have  the  right  to  vote 
such  stock.  Upon  examination  of  the  case  we  are  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  trial  court  is  sustained  in  its  finding  that, 
by  arrangement  and  understanding  of  the  parties,  Donahue 
has  the  right  to  vote  tlie  stock  transferred  to  Goetzinger  as 
collateral,  though  it  is  not  expressly  so  stipulated  in  the  writ- 
ten contrnrt.  The  evidence  of  Donahue  is  clearly  and  defi- 
nitely that  it  was  understood  and  agreed  between  them  that  he 
was  to  vote  the  stock;  that  before  the  reorganization  of  the 
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corporate  aflFairs  and  the  sale  of  the  stock  to  Donahue,  Goetz- 
inger expressly  recognized  this  right  by  acknowledging  that 
Bonahwe  could  so  vote  the  stock  under  his  right  as  owner  as 
to  prevent  Ooetzinger  from  holding  the  oflSce  of  director;  that 
because  Ooetzinger  recognized  the  right  he  demanded  that 
the  contract  contain  a  stipulation  that  he  should  be  elected  a 
director  for  the  ensuing  six  years;  and  that  he  acquiesced  in 
Donahtie's  voting  this  stock  at  stockholders'  meetings.  Goetz- 
inger testifies  to  the  effect  that  the  right  of  voting  this  stock 
was  not  expressly  considered  by  them  in  their  negotiations. 

Considering  these  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  light  of 
the  expressed  purpose  that  Donahue  was  to  buy  out  Goetz- 
inger's  interest  in  the  corporation ;  have  the  general  manage- 
ment of  the  corporate  affairs ;  that  Ooetzinger  was  to  be  re- 
lieved of  such  responsibility  and  waa  to  retain  but  one  share 
of  stock  to  enable  him  to  hold  a  directorship  and  an  oflSce  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  him  in  such  a  position  that  he  could 
keep  informed  of  the  business  affairs  and  protect  his  securi- 
ties,— ^it  is  obvious  that  the  trial  court's  conclusion  that  it 
was  understood  and  agreed  between  the  parties  that  Donahue 
was  to  vote  the  stock  he  transferred  to  Ooetzinger  as  collateral 
to  secure  payment  of  his  debt  is  justified  by  a  clear  and  satis- 
factory showing  in  the  evidence,  and  the  court,  therefore, 
properly  adjudged  that  he  was  entitled  to  exercise  this  right, 
but  that  Ooetzinger  was  entitled  to  have  the  stock  so  pledged 
as  collateral  transferred  to  him  upon  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion by  the  issuance  of  a  new  certificate  showing  such  transfer 
and  that  it  so  issued  pursuant  to  the  judgment  of  the  court 

On  defendants'  appeal  it  is  contended  that  the  court  erred 
in  decreeing  that  Ooetzinger  was  entitled  to  hold  all  of  the 
stock  pledged  as  security  until  the  notes  were  fully  paid.  The 
agreement  of  September  27,  1905,  contains  a  stipulation  cov- 
ering this  question,  which  provides  that  the  stock  so  pledged 
as  collateral  is  "to  secure  the  payment  of  said  notes,  the  same 
to  be  held  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  until  said  notes  shall 
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be  fully  paid,"  The  evident  intent  of  this  agreement  is  that 
no  portion  of  the  pledged  stock  need  be  surrendered  until  the 
indebtedness  evidenced  by  the  notes  is  fully  paid. 

The  defendants  further  claim  that  the  judgment  is  errone- 
ous in  providing  that  Ooetzinger  is  entitled  to  hold  the  stock 
so  pledged  as  collateral  to  secure  payment  to  him  of  any  dam- 
ages he  may  be  awarded  by  reason  of  any  breach  by  Donahue 
of  the  agreements  of  September  27,  1905,  and  of  January, 
1906.  We  find  nothing  in  the  written  agreement  or  in  the 
negotiations  warranting  the  infePBnce  that  the  parties  agreed 
that  the  stock  pledged  should  secure  any  demand  for  damaged 
Goetzinger  might  have  for  breach  of  these  contracts.  All  of 
the  written  stipulations  and  the  negotiations  show  that  the 
parties  intended  this  transfer  of  the  stock  should  secure  only 
tJie  payment  of  the  notes.  The  terms  of  the  contract  clearly 
indicate  an  intent  by  the  parties  that  the  transfer  should  be 
limited  to  securing  the  payment  of  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  and  it  contains  nothing  which  could  be  construed  as 
securing  payment  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  in  not 
keeping  Goetzin/jer  in  the  employ  of  the  corporation.  The 
provision  in  the  judgment  declaring  that  Ooetzinger  is  to  hold 
the  stock  as  security  for  the  payment  of  damages  resulting 
from  any  alleged  breach  of  contract  in  this  respect  is  erroneous 
and  must  be  reversed. 

These  considerations  dispose  of  the  questions  specifically 
presented  in  argument  It  is,  however,  apparent  from  the 
proceedings  in  the  course  of  the  trial  that  the  parties  are  de- 
sirous of  having  all  questions  embraced  in  the  issues  passed 
upon  and  determined.  This,  in  our  opinion,  is  not  fully  ac- 
complished by  the  judgment  as  entered.  It  is  manifest  that 
one  of  the  controlling  considerations  which  induced  Donalvue 
and  Ooetzinger  to  enter  into  the  agreements  they  made  was 
that  Ooetzinger^ 8  security  was  to  be  maintained  by  a  provident 
administration  of  the  corporate  affairs  and  a  diligent  and 
faithful  prosecution  and  conduct  of  its  business.     To  accom- 
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plish  and  promote  this  result  the  contimiance  of  Goetzinger  as 
a  director,  ofllcer,  and  as  an  employee  of  the  corporation  was 
■of  paramount  importance  to  him.  It  is  manifest  from  the 
stipulations  of  the  oontraet  providing  for  these  matters  that 
hoth  parties  so  considered  it.  It  is  also  important  that  the 
corporate  business  be  continued  in  such  manner  and  under 
such  conditions  as  to  properly  preserve  it  aa  Goetzingef's  se 
•curity.  These  circumstances  entitled  Goetzinger,  under  his 
contract  with  Donahue,  to  have  it  adjudged  that  the  status  and 
•contractual  relation  created  by  them  should  be  maintained  by 
securing  his  reinstatement  in  the  position  of  director  and  in 
the  ofBce  of  treasurer  and  financial  manager  and  by  his  reten- 
tion in  the  employ  of  the  corporation  at  the  stipulated  salary 
until  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  notes  should  be  paid,  upon  the 
condition  that  he  perform  the  duties  of  these  respective  offices 
and  positions.  The  judgment  should  also  provide  that  Goetz- 
inger s  interest  in  the  property  should  be  protected  against  any 
transfer,  mortgage,  or  other  incumbrance  of  tbe  property,  and 
that  the  corporation  be  restricted  in  contracting  liabilities  to 
such  current  loans  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  proper  conduct 
of  its  business.  We  call  attention  to  these  as  some  of  the 
questions  properly  within  the  issues  presented  which  should 
be  provided  for  in  the  final  judgment  in  order  to  prt)tect  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  parties. 

The  judgment  entered  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  the  trial  court  to  award  judgment  which  shall  de- 
termine and  adjudicate  all  matters  necessarily  embraced  in  a 
final  determination  of  the  issues  as  presented  by  the  parties. 

By  the  Court, — Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  the  lower  court  with  directions  to  enter  judgment 
as  indicated  in  this  opinion.  Neither  party  will  recover  costs 
in  this  court,  and  the  plaintiff  will  pay  the  clerk's  fees  on  ap- 
peal. 
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Elmkrorkbn,  Respondent,  vs.  Weimbe,  Appellant 
January  29 — February  16,  1909, 

Corporations:  Action,  tchen  may  he  brought  by  stockholder:  Neces- 
sary parties:  Pleading:  Dissolution  of  corporation:  Continuance 
for  bringing  of  actions,  etc.:  Statutes  of  other  states:  Presump- 
tions, 

1.  The  wrongful  taking  and  conversion  by  an  officer  of  a  corpora- 

tion of  moneys  and  property  belonging  to  It  la  primarily  a 
wrong  to  the  corporation  and  it  has  the  primary  right  to  bring 
an  action  therefor. 

2.  If,  in  such  case,  the  corporation  falls  to  sue,  It  is  a  necessary 

party  defendant  in  an  action  brought  by  a  stockholder. 

3.  Assuming  that  an  allegation  that  a  corporation  has  been  dis- 

solved is  sufficient  on  demurrer,  a  further  averment  that  it  haS' 
"no  legal  existence  at  the  present  time"  states  merely  a  con- 
clusion of  law,  which  Is  not  admitted  by  the  demurrer. 

4.  In  the  absence  of  allegations  to  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed 

on  demurrer  that  the  laws  of  another  state  with  respect  to  cor- 
porations organized  therein  provide — ^llke  our  sec.  1764,  Stats. 
(1898) — that  after  such  corporations  are  dissolved  they  shall 
continue  for  three  years  to  be  bodies  corporate  for  the  purpose 
.  of  prosecuting  and  defending  actions  and  of  enabling  them  to- 
settle  and  close  up  their  business,  etc. 
i.  Before  a  stockholder  can  bring  an  action  for  a  wrong  to  a  corpo- 
ration which,  though  dissolved,  still  exists  for  the  purpose  of 
prosecuting  and  defending  actions,  he  must  show  a  demand 
upon  the  corporation  to  bring  the  suit  or  some  sufficient  reason 
for  failure  to  make  such  demand. 

6.  An  allegation  that  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  In  a  corporation. 

when  It  was  dissolved  does  not  show  that  he  was  a  stockholder 
when  the  action  was  commenced,  some  eighteen  months  there- 
after. 

7.  An  allegation  that  defendant  controlled  and  dominated  a  corpo- 

ration "up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution  thereof"  does  not  show 
that  he  continued  to  dominate  and  control  it  thereafter,  so  as 
to  excuse  plaintiffs  failure  to  demand  that  the  corporation  it- 
self bring  the  action  to  remedy  a  wrong  done  to  It  by  defend- 
ant. It  cannot  be  presumed  that  after  the  dissolution  defend- 
ant dominated  or  Interfered  with  the  winding  up  of  the  corpo- 
ration as  provided  by  law. 
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Appbai.  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county :  Waeren  D.  Takrant,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  overruling  a  demurrer  to 
the  amended  complaint     The  complaint  is  as  follows : 

"That  at  all  times  hereinafter  mentioned  and  up  to  about 
April  18, 1906,  the  Michigan  Ore  Company  was  a  corporation 
duly  organized  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Utah,  and  that  said  Michigan  Or©  Company 
was  incorporated  and  organized  by  the  defendant  and  certain 
of  his  business  allies  and  associates  for  the  avowed  purpose  of 
conducting  mining  operations;  that  the  capital  stock  of  the 
said  Michigan  Ore  Company  was  $1,000,000,  divided  into 
1,000,000  shares  of  the  par  value  of  $1  each,  and  that,  as  the 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  at  the  time  of  the  or- 
ganization of  said  corporation  600,000  shares  of  said  stock 
v/ere  duly  set  apart  as  treasury  stock  and  placed  in  the  treas-  • 
uiy  of  said  corporation  and  were  the  property  of  the  said 
Michigan  Ore  Company;  that  from  the  organization  of  the 
said  Michigan  Ore  Company  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  disso- 
lution of  said  corporation  the  defendant,  John  B. Weimer,  was 
the  principal  stockholder  therein,  and  by  himself  and  hi« 
agents  held  the  controlling  interest  in  the  capital  stock  in  the 
said  Michigan  Ore  Company  and  elected  the  board  of  directr 
ors  thereof,  personal  friends  and  business  associates  of  the 
said  John  B.  Weimer,  who  have  at  all  times  conducted  tlic 
business  of  the  said  Michigan  Ore  Company  in  strict  accord- 
ance "^ith  directions  given  by  the  said  John  B,  Weimer,  and 
have  in  all  things  pertaining  to  the  said  corporation  been  ab- 
solutely under  the  domination  and  control  of  the  said  John  B. 
Weimer,  and  that  the  said  John  B.  Weimer  continued  to  con- 
trol the  directors  and  officers  of  said  Michigan  Ore  Company 
up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution  thereof;  that  at  all  times 
herein  mentioned  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  said 
corporation  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  in  said  company 
and  held  50,000  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said  company ; 
that  on  or  about  the  month  of  October,  1904,  the  defendant  un- 
lawfully took  and  carried  away  from  the  treasury  of  said 
company  said  treasury  stock  the  property  of  said  company, 
and  unlawfully  sold  the  same  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  the 
exact  amount  of  which  is  unknown  to  plaintiff,  and  converted 
Vol*  138  —  8 
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tlio  proceeds  thereof  to  his  own  use;  that  the  amount  realized 
by  said  defendant  on  the  sale  of  said  treasury  stock  exceeded 
the  sum  of  $10,000,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  be- 
lieves; that  about  the  same  time  the  defendant  unlawfully, 
and  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  said  company  and  its  stoci- 
holders,  seized  upon  the  cash  in  the  treasury  of  said  Michigan 
Ore  Company,  amounting  to  about  $8,600,  as  plaintiff  is  in- 
formed and  believes,  and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use ; 
that  after  the  taking  and  conversion  of  the  said  treasury  stock 
and  cash  by  the  defendant  and  in  order  to  silence  the  minority 
stockholders  the  defendant  caused  said  boapd  of  directors  and 
officers  of  said  company  to  transfer  and  convey  to  the  Ophir 
Tunnel  Company,  another  mining  corporation  organized  by 
the  defendant  and  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Utah,  certain  mining  claims  to  which  the  Michigan  Ore  Com- 
pany had  record  title,  thus  rendering  the  Michigan  Ore  Com- 
pany insolvent,  and  exchanged  with  said  minority  stockhold- 
ers other  than  the  plaintiff  stock  in  the  Ophir  Tunnel  Com- 
pany for  their  holdings  in  the  Michigan  Ore  Company,  and 
thus  further  increased  his  holdings  of  stock  in  the  Michigan 
Ore  Company  and  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  the  support  and 
af^sistance  of  the  other  minority  stockholders ;  that,  as  plaintiff 
is  informed  and  believes,  the  defendant  called  a  special  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders  of  the  Michigan  Ore  Company,  which 
was  held  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  on  or  about  April  18,  1906, 
and  that  at  said  meeting,  by  a  vote  of  the  stock  o\\Tied  and 
controlled  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  said  corporation  was 
dissolved  and  ceased  to  be  a  body  corporate,  and,  as  plaintiff 
is  informed  and  believes,  said  corporation  has  no  l^al  exist- 
ence at  the  present  time ;  that  the  plaintiff  brings  this  action 
on  his  own  l3ehalf  and  on  behalf  of  all  other  stockholders  of 
the  Michigan  Ore  Company  similarly  situated,  if  any  there 
be,  and  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  an  accounting  by  the  de- 
fendant and  restitution  to  plaintiff  and  such  other. persons  as 
may  be  entitled  thereto  as  stockholders  of  the  Miehi^n  Ore 
Company  of  the  moneys  so  taken  by  defendant  and  of  the 
value  of  the  treasury  stock  of  the  Michi^n  Ore  Company  so 
taken  by  defendant  and  converted  to  his  own  use. 

"And  for  another  and  separate  cause  of  action  the  plaintiff 
repeats  all  the  allegations  contained  in  the  first  cause  of  action 
regarding  the  organization  of  the  Michigan  Or©  Company  by 
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the  defendant  and  his  ownership  and  oontrol  by  himself  and 
his  agents  of  the  majority  of  the  capital  stock  thereof,  and  his 
consequent  control  of  the  board  of  directors  of  said  corpora- 
tion at  all  times  herein  mentioned,  and  hereby  refers  to  and 
makes  the  same  a  part  of  this  cause  of  acti(Mi  as  if  again  set 
out  in  full  herein ;  and  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  at  the 
times  herein  mentioned  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution 
of  said  corporation  he  was  a  stockholder  in  the  Michigan  Ore 
Company  and  was  the  owner  of  60,000  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  said  company;  and,  further  complaining,  plaintiff 
respectfully  allies  and  shows  that^  as  plaintiff  is  informed 
and  believes,  certain  mining  claims  in  the  state  of  Utah  were 
tamed  into  the  Michigan  Ore  Company  at  the  time  of  the 
organization  of  said  corporation  in  payment  of  the  capital 
stock  thereof,  and  that  the  title  of  said  mining  claims  were 
held  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  John  B,  Weimer,  in  trust 
for  said  Michigan  Ore  Company ;  that,  upon  demand  of  oer^ 
tain  stockholders  of  said  company  at  some  time  in  ihe  sum- 
mer of  1904,  the  defendant,  who  was  then  secretary  and  treas- 
urer of  the  Michigan  Ore  Company,  executed  to  said  com- 
pany assignments  of  said  mining  claims  so  held  in  his  name 
and  delivered  the  same  to  said  company ;  that,  as  such  secre- 
tary and  treasurer,  it  was  his  duty  to  place  said  assignments 
upon  record,  but  that  he  withheld  the  same,  and  thereafter 
and  with  intent  to  defraud  the  ilichigan  Ore  Company  and 
the  stockholders  thereof  he  executed  new  assignments  of  said 
mining  claims  to  the  Ophir  Tunnel  Company  and  placed  the 
same  upon  record ;  that  this  was  all  done  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  minority  stockholders  and  without  any  authority ; 
that  the  Ophir  Tunnel  Company  is  a  corporation  organized 
by  defendant  and  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Utah,  and  defendant  is  the  principal  stockholder  in  said  cor- 
poration, as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  that  the 
said  Ophir  Tunnel  Company  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  said 
mining  claims  imder  said  assignments  and  refuses  to  return 
the  same  to  the  Michigan  Ore  Company ;  that  the  titles  and 
descriptions  of  said  mining  claims  are  unknown  to  plaintiff, 
but  that  said  mining  claims  were  and  are  wortih  at  least 
$150,000,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes ;  that  this  ac- 
tion is  brought  by  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
stockholders  of  the  Michigan  Ore  Company  similarly  situ- 
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atod ;  that,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  the  defendant 
called  a  special  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Michigan 
Ore  Company  which  was  held  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  on 
or  about  the  18th  day  of  April,  1906,  and  at  said  meeting,  by 
a  vote  of  the  stock  owned  and  controlled  by  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  said  corporation  was  dissolved  and  ceased  to  be  a 
body  corporate,  and,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  said 
corporation  has  no  l^^l  existence  at  the  present  time. 

"Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  for  a  decree  of  this  court  re- 
quiring the  above-named  defendant,  John  B,  Weimer,  to 
account  for  the  moneys  and  treasury  stock  so  wrongfully  taken 
and  converted  to  his  own  use  and  for  the  value  of  the  mining 
claims  so  transferred  by  him  to  the  Ophir  Tunnel  Company, 
and  that  the  defendant  be  required  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
and  such  other  persons  as  may  be  entitled  thereto  the  amount 
so  found  to  be  due  on  said  accounting,  and  for  such  other  and 
further  relief  in  the  premises  as  may  be  just  and  equitable, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  do  have  and  recover  the  ooets  and  dis- 
bursements of  this  action." 

The  defendant  demurred  on  the  following  grounds : 

"(1)  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

"(2)  That  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of 
the  action. 

"(3)  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  defendant  by  reason 
of  the  omission  of  the  Michigan  Ore  Company,  its  officers 
and  directors." 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Timlin  &  Grogan^ 
and  oral  argument  by  W.  H.  Timlvn,  Jr. 

H.  L.  Kellogg,  for  the  respondent,  cited  2  Clark  &  M.  Priv. 
Corp.  §  549,  and  cases  cited;  Id.  §§  322-329;  3  id.  §  865; 
Crumlish's  AdmW  v.  8.  V.  R,  Co.  28  W.  Va,  623 ;  1  Jones, 
Ev.  (1st  ed.)  §  82,  and  cases  cited  in  note  8;  Guilford  v.  W. 
U.  Tel  Co.  59  Minn.  332;  Winehurgh  v.  U.  S.  8.  &  St.  R. 
A.  Co.  173  Mass.  60. 

Kebwin,  J.  The  complaint  and  grounds  of  demurrer  are 
set  out  in  the  statement  of  facts  and  need  not  be  repeated 
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here.  The  wrong  complained  of  is  primarily  a  wrong  to  the 
corporation  and  through  it  a  wrong  to  the  stockholders ;  there- 
fore the  primary  right  of  suit  to  redress  the  wrong  rests  with 
the  corporatioiL  The  Michigan  Ore  Company  therefore  had 
the  right  to  prosecute  this  action,  and,  failing  to  do  so,  was  a 
necessary  party  defendant  in  an  action  brought  by  a  stock- 
holder. Donnelly  v.  Sampson,  185  Wis.  368,  116  N.  W. 
1C89 ;  Land,  L.  £  L.  Co,  v.  Mclniyre,  lOO  Wis.  245,  75  K 
W.  964:]  Jenkins  V.  Bradley,  104  Wis.  540,  80  N.  W.  1025 ;  2 
Cook,  Corporations,  §  738.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the 
^Michigan  Ore  Company  had  been  dissolved,  and,  assuming 
for  the  sake  of  argument  that  this  allegation  is  sufficient  on 
demurrer,  the  further  allegation  that  it  has  "no  legal  exist- 
ence at  the  present  time"  is  insufficient,  and  not  admitted  by 
the  demurrer,  because  such  allegation  is  simply  a  conclusion 
of  law,  and  conclusions  of  law  in  pleadings  are  not  admitted 
by  demurrer  or  sufficient  allegations  of  facts.  Brovm  v,  Phil- 
lips, 71  Wis.  239,  36  K  W.  242 ;  Kellogg  v.  LarJcin,  3  Pin. 
123 ;  Williams  v.  Williams,  63  Wis.  68,  23  K  W.  110;  State 
ex  rel.  Weiss  v.  District  Board,  76  Wis.  177,  44  K  W.  967. 
WTiere  a  foreign  law  is  not  pleaded  the  presumption  is  that  it 
is  the  same  as  our  law.  Bape  v.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328 ;  Osbom 
V.  Blackburn,  78  Wis.  209,  47  N.  W.  175 ;  St  Sure  v.  Linds- 
felt,  82  Wis.  346,  52  N.  W.  308.  And  this  rule  applies  to 
statutes  subject  to  some  exceptions  not  necessary  to  consider 
here.  Hull  v.  Augustine,  23  Wis.  383 ;  Pierce  v.  0.  d:  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  36  Wis.  283;  Schoenberg  v.  Adler,  105  Wis.  645,  81 
K  W.  1055;  BaHlett  v.  Collins,  109  Wis.  477,  85  N.  W. 
703 ;  Hyde  v.  German  Nat.  Bank,  116  Wis.  170,  91  N.  W. 
230;  Edlemmi  v.  Edlem^m,  125  Wis.  270,  104  N.  W.  56. 
Sea  1764,  Stats.  (1898),  provides: 

"All  corporations  whose  term  of  existence  shall  expire  by 
their  own  limitation,  or  which  shall  be  voluntarily  dissolved 
in  the  manner  provided  by  law  or  by  its  articles  of  association, 
or  shall  be  annulled  by  forfeiture  or  otherwise,  shall  never- 
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tlieless  contimie  to  be  bodies  corporate  for  three  years  there- 
after for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  and  defending  actions 
and  of  enabling  them  to  settle  and  close  up  their  business,  dis- 
pose of  and  convey  their  property  and  divide  their  capital 
stock,  and  for  no  other  purpose;  and  when  any  corporation 
shall  become  so  dissolved  the  directors  or  managers  of  the  af- 
fairs of  such  corporation  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution,  by 
whatever  name  they  may  be  known,  shall,  subject  to  the  power 
of  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  make,  in  any  case,  a 
different  provision,  continue  to  act  as  such  during  said  term 
and  shall  be  deemed  the  l^al  administrators  of  such  corpora- 
tion with  full  power  to  settle  its  affairs,  sell  or  dispose  of 
and  convey  all  its  property,  both  real  and  personal,  collect 
the  outstanding  debts,  and  after  paying  the  debts  due  and 
owing  by  such  corporation  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution  and 
the  costs  of  such  administration  divide  the  residue  of  tho 
money  and  other  property  among  the  stockholders  or  mem- 
bers thereof." 

The  legal  existence  of  the  Michigan  Ore  Company  at  the 
time  this  action  was  commenced  not  being  negatived  because 
of  the  insufficiency  of  the  allegations  in  that  regard,  and  the 
foreign  law  respecting  the  existence  of  corporations  for  wind 
ing-up  purposes  being  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  allegations 
to  the  contrary,  to  be  the  same  as  our  own,  the  Michigan  Ore 
Company  continued  to  be  a  body  corporate  for  three  years 
after  the  alleged  dissolution  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 
and  defending  actions  and  of  enabling  it  to  settle  and  close 
up  its  business  as  provided  by  the  statute  above  referred  to. 
Regarding  the  law  of  the  foreign  state,  therefore,  the  same  as 
ours  and  the  corporation  consequently  having  existence,  it 
waa  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  demand  upon  the 
corporation  to  bring  the  suit  or  some  justifiable  reason  for 
failure  to  make  a  demand.  Counsel  for  respondent,  as  we 
understand  his  argument,  undertakes  to  excuse  lack  of  de- 
mand upon  the  ground  that  the  corporation  had  no  existence 
after  dissolution,  and,  further,  upon  the  allegation  that  the 
defendant  had  "controlled  and  dominated  the  Michigan  Ore 
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Company,  its  o£Bcers  and  directors  up  to  the  time  of  dissolu- 
tion thereof.^'  As  we  have  seen,  the  Michigan  Ore  Company, 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  well  pleaded,  was  Btill 
in  existence  for  the  purpose  of  suing  and  being  sued ;  hence 
was  the  proper  party  plaintiff,  unless  it  was  established  that 
plaintiff,  a  stockholder,  had  the  right  to  sue.  The  complaint 
ulleges  that  the  Michigan  Ore  Company  was  dissolved  April 
18,  1906.  This  action  was  commenced  in  October,  1907. 
There  is  no  positive  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  stock- 
holder when  the  action  was  commenced.  The  only  allegation 
on  the  subject  is  that  he  was  a  stockholder  at  the  time  of  dis- 
solution. There  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  complaint  show- 
ing that  when  the  action  was  commenced  the  plaintiff  was  a 
stockholder.  All  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  may  be  ad- 
mitted and  yet  the  plaintiff  have  owned  no  stock  when  this 
action  was  commenced.  But,  aside  from  this,  we  think  the 
allegation  that  defendant  controlled  and  dominated  the  coi^ 
poration  up  to  the  time  of  dissolution  is  wholly  insufficient. 
If  the  allegation  were  not  limited  to  the  time  of  dissolution, 
it  might  be  said  that  the  status  of  control  and  domination, 
having  been  shown  to  exist  at  a  certain  time,  would  be  pre- 
sumed to  continue.  But  by  the  express  allegations  of  the 
complaint  the  control  and  domination  is  limited  to  the  time  of 
dissolution.  A  new  situation  arose  by  the  dissolution,  and 
the  corporation  under  the  law  was  vested  with  power  after 
dissolution  to  wind  up  its  affairs  and  was  the  proper  party  to 
sue  for  that  purpose.  It  cannot  be  presumed  that  defendant, 
after  dissolution,  dominated  or  interfered  with  the  winding 
up  as  provided  by  law.  So  we  think  upon  the  facts  pleaded 
no  case  was  made  entitling  plaintiff  to  bring  the  action.  Wo 
think  it  is  also  clear  under  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
that  the  laws  of  the  foreign  state  must  be  regarded  the  same  a» 
our  own,  and  therefore  the  corporation  had  legal  existence  for 
three  years  after  dissolution  to  sue  and  be  sued.  The  Michi- 
gan Ore  Company,  therefore,  was  a  necessary  party  defendant 


120         SUPREME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Feb. 
Will  of  Adelman:  Flaherty  v.  Adelman,  138  Wis.  120. 

if  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  the  action.  10  Cyc  997 ;  22 
Ency.  PI.  &  Pr.  1303, 1304.  We  are  convinced  that  the  com- 
plaint fails  to  show  a  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
there  is  a  defect  of  parties  in  failure  to  make  the  Michigan 
Ore  Company  a  party  defendant 

Another  ground  of  demurrer  is  argued,  namely,  whether 
the  courts  of  this  state  will  take  jurisdiction  of  a  case  of  this 
nature  against  a  foreign  corporation.  This  is  an  interesting 
question,  but  not  necessary  to  consider  and  which  we  do  not 
decide. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  with  instructions  to  the  court  below  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer,  and  for  further  proceedings  according  to 
law. 

Timlin,  J.,  took  no  part 


Will  of  Adklman:  Flaherty,  Executrix,  and  others,  Ap- 
pellants, vs.  Adelman,  Eespondent 

January  29 — February  16,  1909. 

Witts:  Trusts:  Devise  of  rents  and  profits:  Future  estates:  Perpe- 
tuities, 

1.  A  testatrix  devised  the  future  rents  and  profits  of  lands  to  her 
father  during  his  life;  at  his  death  to  her  brother  and  three 
Bisters  and  survivor  of  them  for  life;  and  after  the  death  of 
the  last  survivor  the  lands  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided 
among  the  children  of  the  persons  last  named  and  her  half 
brothers. aDd  sisters,  children  of  her  father,  who  should  be  sur- 
viving at  that  time.  There  was  no  devise  In  trust  and  nothing 
In  the  will  to  bring  it  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  20S1,  Stats. 
(1898).    Held: 

(1)  The  will  did  not  create  any  trust. 

(2)  The  disposition  so  made  of  the  rents  and  profits  is,  under 
sec.  2060,  Stats.  (1898),  to  be  governed  by  the  rules  in  relation 
to  future  estates  In  land. 
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(3)  The  future  estate  attempted  to  he  given  to  the  brother 
and  Bisters  is  void  under  sees.  2038,  2039,  Stats.  (189S),  since 
under  the  terms  of  the  will  the  property  could  not  be  sold  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  five  lives  in  being  at  the  creation  of  the 
estate. 

(4)  The  estate  attempted  to  be  devised  to  the  nephews,  nieces, 
etc.,  of  the  testatrix  is  a  contingent  future  estate,  since  the 
persons  to  whom  it  is  limited  must  remain  uncettain  until  the 
ceasing  of  the  precedent  estate.  Such  estate  would  also  offend 
against  sees.  2038,  2039. 

(5)  No  part  of  the  devise  can  be  upheld. 

2.  Even  a  trust  Is  void  as  creating  an  unlawful  perpetuity  if  the 
trust  term  exceeds  the  period  permitted  by  statute,  where  there 
Is  no  power  of  sale  and  the  statute — like  sees.  20S9,  2091,  Stats. 
(1898)— forbids  alienation  by  the  trustee  and  the  beneficiary 
during  the  continuance  of  the  trust 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  ci?cuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  J.  C.  Ludwio,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  construing  the  will  of  Julia 
F.  Adelman. 

The  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of  Kleist,  Bender  & 
Lefebvrtj  attorneys  for  the  executrix,  and  Tvllar  &  Lockney, 
attorneys  for  Maggie  Boydj  and  the  brief  of  William  L.  Tibhs, 
attorney  for  the  respondent 

TiMLiw,  J.  The  executrix  of  the  testatrix,  upon  filing  her 
final  account  and  asking  for  an  assignment  and  distribution  of 
the  estate  of  the  latter,  also  requested  a  construction  of  the 
will,  particularly  the  second  paragraph  hereinafter  set  forth. 
The  will  was  probably  drawn  by  testatrix,  a  woman  appar- 
ently of  considerable  acquisitiveness  and  versatility,  who 
owned  real  estate,  a  stock  of  liquors  and  cigars,  letters  patent 
for  an  invention  of  hers,  the  copyright  of  a  song,  a  theatrical 
wardrobe,  paintings,  shares  of  stock,  jewelry,  a  diary  contain- 
ing "valuable  ideas  for  patents  and  inventions,"  musical  in- 
struments, and  a  revolver.  The  will  presents  a  queer  com- 
pound of  legal  and  epistolary  expressions.  The  testatrix 
tiberein  provided  for  a  tombstone  to  be  placed  at  her  grave 
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"with  the  inscriptioB,  "Who  tried  to  succeed,"  which  might 
represent  her  ejBForts  at  will-making  as  well  as  her  life  work, 
and  the  "touch  of  nature"  is  found  in  the  request  that  she 
be  buried  at  Waukesha,  W^isconsin,  cemetery  as  near  her 
mother  as  possible.  The  second  paragraph  of  the  will  is  as 
follows : 

"II.  I  give,  grant  and  devise  to  my  father,  /.  P.  Meyer,  the 
income  to  be  derived  from  the  rentals  of  the  following  real 
estate  situate  in  the  city  of  South  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin,  viz. : 
Lot  (4)  four,  in  block  (5)  five,  and  improvements  thereon, 
in  the  original  plat,  and  also  lot  (13)  thirteen  in  block  (31) 
thirty-one,  and  improvements  thereon,  to  the  amount  of  one 
himdred  and  fifty-six  dollars  annually,  to  be  paid  monthly 
in  equal  instalments,  provided  there  shall  b©  so  much  derived 
after  deducting  the  costs  of  taxes,  insurance  and  all  neces- 
sary repairs  and  expenses  of  collecting  and  attending  to  the 
same  as  my  executor  shall  deem  to  be  reasonable,  for  tl  ^  term 
of  his  natural  life,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  derived  from  such 
rentals,  to  be  equally  divided  between  the  said  John  Meyer, 
Lissie  Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd  and  Rosa  Juden.  And  I  fur- 
ther direct  that  after  my  father's  decease  the  rentals  derived 
from  said  properties,  Lots  4  and  13  aforesaid,  shall  be  equally 
divided  monthly  between  my  said  sister  Lissie  Flaherty,  Mag- 
gie Boyd,  Rosa  Juden  and  my  said  brother  John  Meyer,  after 
deducting  costs  and  expenses  of  taxes,  insurance,  repairs  and 
commission  of  two  %  for  collections — but  in  case  of  the  de- 
cease of  either  one  of  said  four — ^then  the  monies  so  derived 
from  the  two  said  properties  is  to  be  equally  divided  among 
those  that  may  be  surviving  at  the  time  of  my  father's  de- 
cease— And  it  is  hereby  provided  further  with  reference  to 
the  two  said  properties,  that  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
John  Meyer,  Lissie  Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd  and  Rosa  Juden, 
said  lots  4  Blk.  5,  and  Lot  13  Blk.  31  are  to  be  sold  and  the 
moiiies  derived  therefrom  divided  equally  among  the  chil- 
dren of  said  John  Meyer,  Lissie  Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd  and 
Rosa  Juden,  and  also  my  half  brothers  and  sisters,  children  of 
J,  P,  Meyer,  that  may  be  surviving  at  that  time,  except  that 
One  Hundred  &  Fifteen  Dollars  shall  be  deducted  from  tlie 
share  of  my  nephew  Frank  Chapleau,  the  amount  of  a  bill  he 
is  owing  me,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  paid  at  this 
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time.  It  is  hereby  provided  that  if  either  of  the  buildings 
on  said  properties  last  mentioned  should  be  destroyed  by  fire, 
before  the  death  of  the  said  four  brothers  and  sisters  above 
mentioned,  then  the  insurance  monies  shall  be  used  to  rebuild 
the  same." 

The  county  court  and  the  circuit  court  held  that  this  para- 
graph of  the  will  was  void  as  contravening  the  law  against 
perpetuities.  Except  as  might  be  inferred  from  the  nomina- 
tion and  appointment  of  an  executrix  to  compound  and  settle 
any  claim  or  demand  against  or  in  favor  of  the  estate,  there  is 
no  devise  in  trust  of  the  lots  mentioned  in  paragraph  2  or  of 
the  rents  or  income  thereof.  The  appellants  contend  that  by 
said  paragraph  several  trusts  are  created  independent  of  each 
other,  each  complete  in  itself,  and  that  the  disposition  of 
property  can  be  upheld  without  doing  injustice  and  without 
defeating  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  by  considering  the 
paragraph  in  question  to  create  several  separable  trusts  under 
the  rule  of  law  declared  in  Kennedy  v.  Hoy,  105  N*.  T.  134, 
137,  11  K  E.  390.  Alternately  the  appellants  contend  that 
that  portion  of  the  second  paragraph  which  provides  for  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  there  described  after  the  termination 
of  the  life  interests  and  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale  to  the  then  surviving  children  of  John  Meyer,  Lissie 
Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd,  and  Rosa  Juden,  and  the  half 
brothers  and  sisters  of  testatrix,  should  be  upheld  as  a  valid 
bequest,  considering  the  same  as  a  vested  remainder  to  per- 
sons therein  named,  subject  to  a  change  so  as  to  let  in  future- 
bom  children  and  exclude  those  dying  before  the  termination 
of  the  life  estates. 

While  it  is  true  that  equity  will  not  suffer  a  trust  to  lapse 
for  want  of  a  trustee,  still  the  omission  of  any  devise  in  trust 
is  to  be  considered  with  reference  to  sec.  2081,  Stats.  (1898). 
Uses  and  trusts,  except  as  authorized  and  modified  in  ch.  96, 
Stats.  (1898),  are  abolished.  Sec.  2071.  A  trust  may  be 
created  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  land  and  apply 
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them  to  the  use  of  any  person  during  the  life  of  such  person, 
or  for  any  shorter  term ;  also,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits 
of  lands  and  to  accumulate  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  any 
married  woman  or  for  any  of  the  purposes  and  within  the 
limits  prescribed  in  di.  95,  Stats.  (1898)  ;  or  for  the  bene- 
ficial interests  of  any  person  or  persons  when  such  trust  is 
fully  expressed  and  clearly  defined  upon  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument creating  it  Nothing  in  the  will  of  the  testatrix 
brings  it  within  these  or  any  other  provisions  of  statute,  and 
there  is  no  devise  in  trust  to  any  person,  so  that  it  is  not  pos- 
sible to  find  in  the  will  one  trust,  much  less  several  separate 
trusts.  This  part  of  the  will  of  testatrix  is  rather  governed 
by  sec.  2060,  which  reads: 

"Disposition  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  lands,  to  accrue 
and  bo  received  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
the  instrument  creating  such  disposition,  shall  be  governed  by 
the  rules  established  in  this  chapter  in  relation  to  future 
estates  in  land." 

We  have  here  a  disposition  of  the  rents  to  /.  P.  Meyer  dur- 
ing his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  Lissie  Flaherty,  Maggie 
Boydj  Eosa  Jvden,  and  John  Meyer,  and  survivor  of  them, 
during  the  life  of  the  longest  liver,  and  after  the  death  of  the 
last  survivor  the  property  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  to  be  divided  equally  among  the  children  of  the  persons 
last  named  and  her  half  brothers  and  sisters,  children  of  tes- 
tatrix's father,  surviving  at  that  time.  The  estate  attempted 
to  be  devised  to  the  latter  group  of  nephews,  nieces,  half- 
brothers,  and  half-sisters  belongs  in  that  class  of  estates  in 
expectancy  denominated  future  estates.  It  is  a  contingent 
future  estate  because  the  persons  to  whom  it  is  limited  remain 
uncertain.  Sec.  2037,  Stats.  (1898).  There  may  not  only 
be  a  dropping  out  of  persons  by  reason  of  death  before  the 
time  for  vesting  arrives,  but  also  a  coming  in  of  others  by  rea- 
son of  the  birth  of  children,  so  that  at  no  time  between  the 
death  of  the  testatrix  and  the  vesting  of  the  contingent  estate 
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could  it  be  known  who  would  be  ultimately  entitled  to  this 
remainder,  and  it  might  ultimately  become  the  property  of 
some  person  now  and  within  two  lives  in  being  and  twenty- 
one  years  thereafter  unborn. 

In  order  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  will  so  that  the  rentals 
should  belong  as  therein  provided,  the  property  could  not  be 
sold  within  the  lifetimes  of  John  P.  Meyer,  John  Meyer,  Lis- 
sie  Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd,  Rosa  Juden,  or  either  of  them. 
The  future  estate  in  the  rents  and  profits  created  in  Lissie 
Flaherty,  Maggie  Boyd,  Rosa  Juden,  and  John  Meyer  would 
therefore  come  within  the  prohibition  of  sees.  2038,  2039, 
Stats.  (1898),  and  the  future  estate  created  for  children  of 
the  brother  and  sisters  of  testatrix  and  her  half  brothers  and 
sisters  would  oflfend  against  these  sections.  Becker  v.  Cliester, 
115  Wis.  90,  91  K  W.  87,  660;  Patton  v.  Patrick,  123  Wis. 
218,  101  K  W.  408. 

But  the  paragraph  in  question  could  not  be  saved  from  the 
condemnation  of  statute  even  by  considering  that  it  creates  a 
trust,  because  that  would  merely  bring  us  within  the  rule  of 
sees.  2089  and  2091  and  the  cases  construing  these  sections. 
Ordinarily  a  trust  does  not  offend  against  the  statutes  rela- 
tive to  perpetuities  where  the  trustee  has  a  power  of  sale  and 
the  beneficiary  may  dispose  of  his  interest,  even  though  the 
trust  term  exceeds  two  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years. 
But  where  there  is  no  power  of  sale  and  the  statute  forbids 
alienation  by  the  trustee  and  the  beneficiary  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  trust,  it  does  create  an  unlawful  perpetuity 
when  the  trust  term  exceeds  the  period  permitted  by  statute. 

We  find  no  way  in  which  we  can,  consistently  with  the  ap- 
parent intentions  of  the  testatrix,  save  any  part  of  this  second 
paragraph  of  the  will.  The  property  described  in  that  para- 
graph is  not  elsewhere  in  the  will  disposed  of,  and  we  agree 
with  the  judgment  below  that  it  should  go  as  intestate  prop- 
erty. 

Bv  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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Raulf,  Respondent,  vs.  Chicago  Fire  Brick  Company  and 
another,  Appellants. 

January  29-'Fel)ruary  16,  1909. 

Process:  Proving  falsity  of  return  of  service. 

There  Is  no  fixed  rule  as  to  the  quantum  of  proof  required  to  es- 
tablish falsity  of  an  officer's  return.  Evidence  reasonably, 
clearly  satisfying  the  trier  or  triers  that  the  return  is  false  is 
sufficient. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Lawrence  W.  BOalsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
firmed. 

Action  to  enjoin  collection  of  a  garnishee  judgment. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  upon  which  issue  was  joined  was 
that  a  garnishee  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  in  jus- 
tice's court  June  28,  1905,  in  defendant's  favor;  that  the 
summons  in  the  garnishee  proceedings  was  not  served  upon 
him  in  any  way ;  that  he  did  not  have  any  notice  of  either  the 
judgment  or  the  proceedings  till  June,  1907,  when  he  season- 
ably commenced  this  action ;  that  neither  when  the  proceed- 
ings were  commenced  nor  thereafter  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the 
rendition  of  judgment  was  he  indebted  to  defendant  in  iJie 
action  to  which  the  garnishee  action  was  incident  save  and  ex- 
cept the  sum  of  $7 ;  that  the  justice  was  so  informed  before 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  that  the  indebtedness  was 
thereafter  paid.  The  principal  controversy  was  as  to  whether 
the  return  of  the  officer,  that  he  made  personal  service  on  the 
plaintiff,  was  false.  The  oourt  found  all  the  material  facts 
in  plaintiff's  favor. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Harry  M.  Sheets,  air 
tomey,  and  John  A.  McCormich,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Sheets. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Perry  &  Kroesmg, 
and  oral  argument  by  C.  B.  Perry. 
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Makshai.!^  J.  It  is  conceded  that  if  the  findings  of  fact 
«tand  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed.  There  is  no  question 
of  law  of  any  moment  involved.  Such  questions  as  there  are 
relate  to  the  quantum  of  proof  required  to  establish  faFsity 
of  an  oflScer's  return.  There  is  no  fixed  rule  as  to  that.  Evi- 
dence, reasonably,  clearly  satisfying  the  trier  or  triers  that 
the  return  i^  false,  is  sufficient.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that  this  appeal  is  ruled  in  favor  of  respondent  by  the  familiar 
principle  that  a  court's  conclusions  of  fact  cannot  be  disturbed 
on  appeal  unless  found  to  be  against  the  clear  preponderance 
of  the  evidence.  The  case  does  not  require  discussion  of  the 
evidence,  and  it  is  thought  best  to  rest  with  this  brief  opinion. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  aflSrmei 


CoTZHAUSEK,    Respondent^   vs.    Dick,    Town   Clerk,  imp.. 

Appellant 

January  29 — February  16,  1909, 

jprains:  Special  assessment:  Restraining  collection:  Equity:  Laches. 

A  landowner  signed  the  original  petition  for  the  construction  of 
a  drain;  was  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  laying  out  thereof  and  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  to 
the  persons  benefited;  had  notice  in  fact  of  the  assessment  upon 
his  property  before  the  letting  of  the  contract  for  the  work; 
and  did  not  appeal  from  such  assessment  but  permitted  the 
contractor  to  do  the  work  in  reliance  upon  the  assessment  as 
unassailed.  His  lands  were  benefited  by  the  drain  to  an  amount 
at  least  equal  to  the  assessment.  In  an  action  to  restrain  col- 
lection of  that  or  any  other  assessment  against  his  lands  on 
account  of  such  drain  he  made  no  offer  to  pay  any  sum.  Held 
that  the  action  should  be  dismissed  for  laches  and  want  of 
equity. 

Appeal,  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Mihvau- 
Ic^  county:  Laweence  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Reversed. 
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Action  to  enjoin  sale  of  lands  by  county  treasurer  for  de- 
linquent drainage  assessment,  and  also  to  require  the  appel- 
lant, Dick,  town  clerk,  to  expunge  all  records  of  tlie  drainage 
proceedings  and  to  perpetually  enjoin  him  and  his  successors 
in  office  from  placing  on  any  future  tax  roll  any  assessment  or 
tax  growing  out  of  said  proceedings.  The  county  treasurer, 
impleaded  with  the  appellant,  defaulted.  The  appellant  an- 
swered. Plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  upon  the  pleadings, 
wlierenpon  judgment  was  so  entered,  from  which  defendant 
Dich  brings  this  appeal. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Perry  &  Kroedng, 
attorneys,  and  Quomies,  S pence  &  Quarles,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  O.  B,  Perry  and  T.  W.  Spence. 

W.  C.  Seefeld,  for  the  respondent 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  16,  1909: 

Dodge,  J.  Without  discussing  many  other  obstacles  to 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  this  action  upon  the  pleadings, 
it  seems  obvious  that  it  must  be  reversed  and  the  action  against 
the  county  clerk  dismissed  by  reason  of  laches  and  want  of 
equity  in  the  plaintiff.  He  instigated  the  drainage  proceed- 
ing by  signing  the  original  petition.  He  was  chargeable  with 
constructive  notice  of  the  decision  of  certain  commissioners 
on  appeal  directing  that  the  drain  be  laid  and  requiring  su- 
pervisors to  proceed.  This  notice  results  from  the  statute- 
requiring  the  filing  of  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  in  a 
public  office.  He  was,  too,  chargeable  with  knowledge  of 
the  subsequent  proceedings  of  the  town  supervisors  in  laying 
out  and  establishing  the  ditch  and  in  making  apportionment 
of  the  cost  thereof  to  the  parties  benefited.  He  is  alleged 
to  have  had  notice  in  fact  thereof  and  of  the  assessment  upon 
his  property  before  the  letting  of  the  contract  for  the  work 
and,  of  course,  before  the  doing  of  the  work  by  the  contractor. 
Besiacs  which,  it  appears  by  the  answer  and  is  therefore  ad- 
mitted that  plaintiff's  lands  are  benefited  to  an  amount  at 
least  equal  to  the  assessment     He  had  a  right  to  an  appeal 
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from  that  assessment,  provided  by  statute,  but  did  not  exer 
cise  it.  He  knowingly  permitted  the  contractor  to  do  tlio 
work  in  reliance  on  the  special  assessment  as  unassailed.  He 
makes  no  offer  to  pay  any  sum  whatever.  In  such  a  situation 
a  court  of  equity  should  not  listen  to  the  application  of  a 
property  owner  who  has  unprotestingly  allowed  others  to  ex- 
pend money  or  labor  upon  an  improvement  which  under  some 
circumstances  the  authorities  would  have  a  right  to  make  at 
his  expense  and  from  which  he  receives  benefit,  to  excuse  him 
from  the  payment  of  the  portion  assessed  against  his  premises. 
Schintgen  v.  La  Crosse,  101  Wis.  208,  214,  77  N.  W.  167 ; 
Beaser  v.  Barber  A.  P.  Go.  120  Wis.  599,  98  K  W.  525 ; 
Lawion  v.  Racine,  137  Wis.  593,  119  K  W.  331;  New  York 
City  V.  Pine,  185  U.  S.  93,  22  Sup.  Ct  692. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  judgment  as  against  appellant 
must  be  reversed.  The  other  defendant  not  having  appealed, 
we  express  no  opinion  as  to  his  rights. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  as  against  appellant,  WiUiam 
H.  Dick,  is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  action  as  against  him. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  April  20,  1909. 


Rasohkb,  Appellant^  vs.  Hadeses  and  others,  Interveners, 

Respondents. 

January  tB^-Fetyruary  iS,  1909. 

lAfe  insurance:  Mutual  l>enefit  society:  Change  of  beneficiary:  Bup- 
posed  loss  of  certificate:  Mistake. 
Where  one  to  whom  a  heneflt  certificate  had  been  Issued,  in  which 
his  wife  was  named  as  beneficiary,  substantially  complied  with 
all  the  reqnlrementa  of  the  by-laws  and  rules  of  the  association 
for  proving  loss  of  the  certificate  and  for  changing  the  bene- 
ficiary, and  a  new  certificate  was  duly  issued  to  him  accord- 
ingly, the  fact  that  the  original  certificate  had  not  been  lost 
but  had  been  secreted  by  the  wife  did  not  affect  the  rights  of 
the  beneficiaries  named  in  the  new  certificate,  there  being  no 
question  that  the  insured  desired  the  change. 

V©L.138  — 9 
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•  Appeax  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  0.  Ltjdwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  defendant  (3^enseitige  Unterstuetzungs-Gesellschaft, 
Germania,  is  a  corporation  organized  exchisively  for  chari- 
table and  benevolent  purposes  for  the  purpose  of  esi;ending 
mutual  aid  to  its  members  and  their  families  in  cases  of  sick- 
ness, accident^  and  death.  On  January  22^  1894,  this  so- 
ciety issued  its  certificate  No.  2808  on  the  life  of  August  C. 
Easchke,  a  member,  Auguste  Rasckke,  his  wife,  being  named 
as  beneficiary.  February  16,  1901,  Easchke  made  applica- 
tion to  the  secretary  of  the  society  for  the  issuance  of  a  life 
insurance  certificate  in  place  of  the  one  issued  in  favor  of  his 
wife,  to  be  payable,  one  fourth  to  each  of  his  three  children, 
one  eighth  to  Walter  Vick,  his  nephew,  and  one  eighth  to  the 
person  who  should  be  the  last  attendant  upon  him  prior  to  his 
death.  He  made  affidavit  before  the  secretary  of  the  society, 
who  was  also  a  notary,  that  the  certificate  !N"o.  2306,  issued  in 
favor  of  his  wife,  had  been  lost  and  could  not  be  found.  Upon 
this  request  and  affidavit  certificate  No.  4837  was  issued. 

On  November  5,  1905,  while  in  good  standing  in  the  so- 
ciety, Easchke  died.  Due  proof  of  his  death  was  made  to 
the  society.  When  this  action  was  brought  by  Augusts 
Easchke,  the  beneficiary  named  in  the  first  certificate,  the 
society  paid  the  money  due  on  the  membership  of  Easchke 
into  court  and  prayed  that  the  beneficiaries  named  in  the  last 
certificate  be  made  parties  defendant  An  order  to  this 
effect  was  entered  by  the  court,  and  in  due  time  a  guardian 
ad  litem  was  appointed  for  the  minor  children. 

Besides  tlie  second  certificate  snd  the  other  records  of  the 
society  showing  its  issuance  there  was  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  deceased  and  his  wife  had  been  on  terms  of  dif- 
ference for  some  time  prior  to  the  application  for  the  substi- 
tute certificate,  tliat  she  had  commenced  an  action  for  divorce 
against  him,  that  she  had  secreted  the  first  certificate,  which 
was  in  her  possession,  so  that  Easchke  could  not  get  it,  and 
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that  Raschke  knew  that  she  had  oonoealed  it  The  court 
found  that  the  last  certificate  was  properly  issued  and  entered 
judgment  dismissing  the  oomplainty  and,  after  deducting  costs 
out  of  the  fond,  distributed  cme  fourth  of  the  balance  to  each 
of  the  three  children  named  as  beneficiaries,  and  the  remain- 
ing one  fourth  to  the  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  the  deceased,  because  Walter  Vick  was  not  a  member  of  the 
family  of  the  deceased  and  there  was  no  one  in  attendance 
upon  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death.  This  is  an  appeal 
from  such  judgment 

For  the  appellant  tliere  was  a  brief  by  Schwefel  dk  KnoeU, 
and  oral  argument  by  H.  0.  SchwefeL 

For  the  respondent  Haderer  there  was  a  brief  by  ChyrchiU, 
Bennett  S  ChurchiU,  and  oral  argument  by  W.  H.  ChurchiU 
and  E.  P.  Nemmers,  guardian. 

SiSBBOKER,  J.  The  court  found  that  August  C.  Raschke 
on  February  16,  1901,  was  a  member  of  the  defendant  so- 
cle^ ;  that  a  certificate  had  been  issued  to  him  which  named 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  his  wife,  as  the  beneficiary ;  that  he  was 
entitled  to  exercise  the  ri^ts  and  privileges  of  a  member; 
that  the  constitution,  by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  of  the 
association  at  this  time  provided  that  any  member  in  good 
standing  was  entitled  to  make  a  substitution  of  beneficiaries 
in  his  certificate,  and  that  tiiis  could  be  accomplished  by  in- 
dorsing a  request  therefor  on  the  back  of  his  certificate,  sub- 
scribing the  same,  and  delivering  it  to  the  secretary  of  the 
central  society.  If  the  certificate  were  lost,  then  such  change 
of  beneficiary  oould  be  made  by  proof  of  the  loss  of  the  orig- 
inal certificate  by  an  aiEdavit  subscribed  before  a  notary  and 
by  releasing  all  claim  under  the  original  certificate;  there- 
upon another  certificate  naming  the  substituted  beneficiary 
would  be  issued  upon  payment  of  $1.  It  is  further  found 
that  the  deceased  on  February  16,  1901,  in  compliance  with 
these  requirements,  made  proof  of  the  loss  of  his  original  cer- 
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tificate  and  requested  that  another  certificate  be  issued  to  him, 
naming  his  children,  one  Walter  Vick,  and  the  person  last  in 
attendance  upon  him  at  the  time  of  his  death  as  the  benefi- 
ciaries; one  fourth  of  the  proceeds  to  be  paid  to  eadh  of  the 
children,  and  one  eighth  each  to  Walter  Vick  and  the  person 
last  in  attendance  upon  him  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

'  It  appears  that  the  original  certificate  was  in  plaintiffs  pos- 
session at  the  time  August  C.  Easchke  died,  and  she  now 
claims  the  right  to  recover  the  amount  owing  from  the  de- 
fendant on  the  certificate  of  insurance  issued  on  his  life  upon 
the  ground  that  the  subsequent  certificate,  issued  upon  his  re- 
quest and  naming  the  intervening  defendants  as  beneficiaries, 
was  improperly  issued  and  cannot  be  made  the  basis  for  a  re- 
covery of  the  insurance  due  on  the  membership  of  the  de- 
ceased. The  evidence  shows  that  the  deceased  substantially 
complied  with  all  the  requirements  for  changing  the  bene- 
ficiary in  his  certificate  and  proving  its  loss,  and  that  the  so- 
ciety properly  issued  another  certificate  of  membership  to 
him  which  named  the  intervening  defendants  as  his  benefi- 
ciaries in  place  of  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  question  but  that 
the  deceased  desired  to  change  the  beneficiary  in  his  member- 
ship certificate  when  he  made  affidavit  therefor  to  the  officer 
of  the  society  and  took  the  steps  necessary  to  accomplish  this 
purposa  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  insured  obtained  such  change  of  beneficiaries  through  a 
mistake  of  fact  as  to  the  loss  of  the  original  certificate.  It  is 
manifest  that  he  presented  the  necessary  evidence  to  the  so- 
ciety to  entitle  him  to  have  such  substitution  made  and  to  se- 
cure the  second  certificate  which  named  the  persons  selected 
by  him  as  beneficiaries.  The  trial  court  properly  held  that 
his  children  weije  each  entitled  to  one  fourth  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  certificate,  and  that  the  remaining  one  fourth  should 
go  to  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceaaed. 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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State  roc  bei*.  McMawus,  Eespondent,  vs.  Boaed  of  Teus- 
TEKs  OF  THE  Poijoemen's  Penbiok  Fund  and  others: 
Sullivan  and  otheiB,  Appellants. 

January  SO — February  16,  1909. 

PoHcemen'M  pension  fund:  Statute  construed:  Disease  is  "injury:** 
Certiorari:  What  reviewable. 

1.  Within  the  meaning  of  flee.  8,  ch.  397,  Laws  of  1903— providing 

for  retirement  of  a  policeman  who  should  be  injured  while  In 
active  service  and  thereby  disabled, — and  of  sec.  9 — providing 
for  a  pension  for  the  family  of  one  who  should  "die  as  the  re- 
sult of  an  injury  received  while  In  the  line  of  his  duty,  as  de- 
scribed In  the  preceding  section," — the  contracting  of  a  dis- 
ease (In  this  case,  pneumonia)  Is  being  "Injured"  and  is  the 
receiving  of  an  'injury."  So  held,  notwithstanding  the  law  of 
1903  in  effect  amended,  so  that  It  should  read  as  above,  an 
earlier  law  (ch.  266,  Laws  of  1899)  which  provided  in  sec.  9 
thereof  for  a  pension  when  death  resulted  from  "an  injury 
received  while  In  the  line  of  his  duty  or  any  disease  contracted 
by  reason  of  his  occupation."    Marshall,  J.,  dissents. 

2.  A  finding  of  fact  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  policemen's 

pension  fund  of  a  dty,  made  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
board  and  upon  evidence  before  it,  cannot  be  reversed  on  cer- 
tiorari. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Wakeen  D.  Takrant,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Certiorari  brought  by  relator,  who  had  long  been  a  contrib- 
utor to  the  policemen's  pension  fund  of  Milwaukee  and  at  the 
time  of  the  relation  was  retired  and  pensioner  thereon,  to  re- 
view the  action  of  the  board  of  trustees  in  awarding  a  pension 
to  the  appellant  Mary  T.  SuLlwoffi  and  her  children,  as  the 
widow  and  children  of  the  deceased,  William  L.  Sullivan,  at 
the  time  of  his  death  a  member  of  the  police  force.  The 
board  made  due  return,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  pen- 
sion was  claimed  on  the  ground  that  Policeman  Sullivan  con- 
tracted pneumonia  by  reason  of  exposure  to  which  he  was  sub- 
jected in  the  course  of  a  trip  to  New  York  to  make  an  arrest 
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The  return  presents  the  record,  which  merely  mentions  the 
names  of  certain  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  and 
specifies  the  subjects  on  which  they  testified,  but  fails  to  con- 
tain such  testimony.  The  testimony  of  certain  other  wit- 
nesses, apparently  called  in  opposition  to  the  application,  ia 
set  forth  in  full,  and  the  return  shows  a  decision  by  the  board, 
by  majority  vote,  that  the  applicants  are  entitled  to  the  pen- 
sion according  to  the  statute. 

After  the  return  an  application  was  made  by  the  three  ap- 
pellants to  be  admitted  as  parties  defendant  because  a  rever- 
sal of  the  board's  action  would  aflfect  their  interests^  and  they 
were  so  admitted,  and  attempted  to  raise  various  objections 
to  the  right  of  the  relator  to  question  the  action  of  the  board 
by  certiorari  Such  objections  were  overruled,  and  the  trial 
court  held  that,  even  though  it  appeared  by  the  record  that 
the  board  had  found  that  Sullivan  died  as  the  result  of  pneu- 
monia contracted  by  him  by  reason  of  exposure  to  which  he 
was  subjected  in  the  actual  and  active  performance  of  duty 
as  a  policeman,  the  board  were  not  authorized  by  law  to  grant 
him  a  pension,  and  accordingly  entered  judgment  reversing 
their  decision,  from  which  judgment  Mary  T.  SuMwofn  and 
her  two  children  bring  this  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  John  TooJiey  and 
WaUer  H.  Bender,  attorneys  for  Mary  T.  Sullivan,  and  by 
J.  L.  O^Connor,  guardian  ad  litem  for  Marie  Antoinette  Sul- 
livan and  Mark  WHliami  SuUiv<pri;  and  the  cause  was  argued 
orally  by  Mr.  Bender  and  Mr.  Toohey. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Doe  &  Ballhom,. 
and  oral  argument  by  J.  B.  Doe. 

Dodge,  J.  Brushing  aside  various  obstacles  of  practice  or 
procedure  which  are  urged  by  the  interveners  to  mainte- 
nance of  this  action  as  between  the  original  parties,  we  proceed 
at  once  to  a  consideration  of  the  real  question  involving  the 
merits  of  the  action ;  that  is,  whether  pneumonia  suffered  and 
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contracted  in  the  line  of,  and  by  reason  of,  the  active  perform- 
ance of  duties  assigned  to  a  policeman  is  such  an  injury  as 
entitles  his  widow  to  a  pension  if  death  results  therefrom. 
The  answer  must  be  found  by  construction  of  sees.  8  and  9, 
ch.  397,  Laws  of  1903.  That  act,  after  making  provision  for 
the  creation  of  a  fund,  partly  by  deduction  from  policemen's 
salaries  and  partly  from  other  sources,  and  creating  a  board 
of  trustees  for  the  administration  thereof,  provides,  in  sees.  8 
and  9 : 

"Sea  8.  11  any  member  of  the  police  department  while  en- 
gaged in  the  peif  ormance  of  his  active  duty  as  such  police- 
man be  injured,  and  found  upon  an  examination  by  a  medical 
officer  ordered  by  said  board  to  be  physically  or  mentally  pei^ 
manently  disabled  by  reason  of  such  injury  so  as  to  render 
necessary  his  retirement  from  service  in  such  department, 
such  board  shall  retire  such  disabled  members  from  service; 
provided  no  such  retirement  on  account  of  disability  shall 
occur  unless  the  member  has  contracted  such  disability  within 
the  h6urs  of  each  day  or  night  when  he  is  required  to  be  on 
active  duty  by  the  rules  of  the  department  or  while  he  is  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of  'emergency  duty'  during  his 
regular  'off  hours.'  .  .  . 

"Sec-  9.  If  any  member  of  such  police  department  shall 
while  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  be  killed  or  die  as  the 
result  of  an  injury  received  while  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  as 
described  in  the  preceding  section^  ..."  his  widow  and 
minor  children,  if  any,  shall  receive  a  pension. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  right  to  retirement  under  sec 
8  and  the  right  to  a  pension  in  case  of  death  under  sec.  9  are 
dependent  on  lie  condition  under  sec  8  that  the  policeman 
^T)e  injured,"  and  under  sec.  9  that  he  die  as  the  result  of  "an 
injury;"  and  the  question  raised  by  relator  is  whether  the 
contracting  of  disease  is  being  injured  and  is  the  suffering  of 
an  injury  within  the  meaning  of  this  act.  Sec.  9,  by  the 
italicised  words,  evidently  refers  back  to  sec.  8  for  whatever 
of  definition  of  "injury"  may  there  be  found.  The  word 
**injury,"  in  ordinary  modem  usage,  is  one  of  very  broad 
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designation.  In  the  strict  sense  of  the  law,  especially  the 
common  law,  its  meaning  corresponded  with  its  etymology. 
It  meant  a  wrongful  invasion  of  legal  rights  and  was  not  con- 
cerned with  the  hurt  or  damage  resulting  from  such  invasion. 
It  is  thus  used  in  the  familiar  law  phrase  damnum  absque 
injuria.  In  common  parlance^  however,  it  is  used  broadly 
enough  to  cover  both  the  darwmim  and  the  injuria  of  the 
common  law,  and  indeed  is  more  commonly  used  to  express 
the  idea  belonging  to  the  former  word,  namely,  the  effect  on 
the  recipient  in  the  way  of  hurt  or  damage,  and  we  cannot 
doubt  that  at  this  day  its  common  and  approved  usage  ex- 
tends to  and  includes  any  hurtful  or  damaging  effect  which 
may  be  suffered  by  any  one.  Hence^  unless  some  reason  to 
the  contrary  is  presented,  it  should  be  so  understood  in  these 
statutes.  Subd.  1,  sec.  4971,  Stats.  (1898).  The  respond- 
ent contends  that,  nevertheless,  the  word  should  be  limited 
to  the  results  of  external  violence.  By  itself  the  word  "in- 
jury^^  or  "injure"  has  no  more  application  to  the  result  of 
violence  than  to  the  result  of  any  other  injurious  influence. 
A  disease  resulting  from  negligence  of  a  physician  in  failing 
to  give  treatment  is  just  as  much  an  injury  in  common  phrase 
as  if  it  resulted  from  affirmative  maltreatment  or  external 
violence.  Therefore  there  is  nothing  inherent  in  the  word 
to  limit  the  injuries  to  which  this  statute  applies  to  those 
from  physical  or  external  violence.  If  one  be  tortiously  ex- 
posed to  extreme  cold  he  may  suffer  the  freezing  and  conse- 
quent loss  of  a  limb,  or  the  chill  of  an  internal  membrane  or 
tissue  and  resultant  congestion  or  disease.  No  reason  is  ap- 
parent why  either  is  more  or  less  an  injury  than  the  other. 
In  examining  sec.  8  we  find  some  suggestions  in  the  context 
of  the  mental  conception  of  the  legislators  in  the  use  of  the 
word  "injured."  In  one  phrase  it  is  used  in  context  and  col- 
location with  physical  or  mental  permanent  disability,  and  in 
another  the  legislators  speak  of  such  disability  as  one  to  be 
•^contracted."     These  both  point  strongly  to  a  conception  of 
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something  other  than  external  violence,  which  would  ordi- 
narily be  said  to  be  suffered  or  inflicted  rather  than  con- 
tracted. The  purpoee  of  the  act,  too,  would  seem  to  require 
the  broader  meaning  of  the  wori  Why  is  not  the  policeman 
who,  in  the  faithful  perfonnance  of  his  duty,  exposes  himself 
to  a  danger  like  smallpox  or  diphtheria  infection,  as  worthy 
of  provision  for  his  disability  or  for  his  widow  as  one  who 
exposes  himself  to  the  knife  or  the  club  of  a  lawbreaker? 
Why  is  it  not  as  promotive  of  the  e&ciency  of  the  force  for 
the  protection  of  public  welfare  that  he  be  encouraged  in  the 
one  case  as  in  the  other  f  These  considerations,  and  many 
ethers  like  them  which  might  be  mentioned,  constrain  us  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  word  "injury"  is  used  in  this  statute 
in  a  sense  broad  enough  to  include  the  contracting  of  a  dis- 
ease, provided,  of  oourse,  that  such  injury  is  suffered  in  the 
course  of  and  by  reason  of  the  performance  of  the  distinctive 
duties  imposed  upon  the  sufferer  as  a  policeman  (HiUchens  v. 
Covert,  89  Ind.  App.  382,  78  N.  E.  1061),  a  fact  which  we 
deem  to  have  been  ascertained  and  decided  upon  suflScient 
showing  by  the  board  of  trustees,  although  their  record  is  not 
as  full  as  it  might  be  in  its  disclosure  of  the  class  of  evidence 
which  was  submitted  for  their  consideration,  A  provision  in 
see.  9  for  a  pension  upon  death  for  any  cause  after  fifteen 
years'  service  marks  a  contrast  or  antithesis  to  this  last  re- 
quirement of  causal  connection  between  the  active  service 
and  the  injury,  and  does  not  signify  a  limited  meaning  in  the 
word  "injury"  caused  by  the  service. 

In  reaching  the  conclusion  that  disease  is  included  we  have 
not  overlooked  the  fact,  urged  by  relator,  that  an  earlier  stat- 
ute (ch.  265,  Laws  of  1899,  of  which  the  law  of  1903  was  in 
effect  an  amendment)  contained  in  sea  9  both  expresvsions,  an 
injury  received  in  the  line  of  his  duty  "or  anv  disease  con- 
tracted by  reason  of  his  occupation,"  and  that  the  latter  words 
were  eliminated  in  the  law  of  1903,  having  substituted 
therefor  the  words  "as  described  in  the  preceding  section." 


138         SUPREME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Feb. 
State  ex  rel.  McManas  y.  Trueteee,  138  Wis.  133. 

Notwitlistaiidmg  this  change,  whidi  doubtless  is  of  some 
significance,  it  still  seems  to  us  that  the  injury  described  and 
provided  for  in  sec.  8  was  intended  to  include  the  inoculation 
with  or  contraction  of  disease^  and  that  the  new  expression  in 
sec.  9  was  inserted  in  the  act  of  1903  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
petuating that  meaning  for  the  word  'injury"  in  die  latter 
section. 

Our  view  as  to  the  l^slative  intent  results  in  the  conclu- 
sion that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  board  of  trustees  to 
award  the  pension  in  question  if  they  found  that  the  pneu- 
monia from  which  Sullivan  died  was  contracted  in  the  actual 
performance  of  his  duties  and  caused  thereby.  Their  resolu- 
tion of  that  question  of  fact  from  the  evidence  before  th^n 
was  within  their  jurisdiction  and  cannot  be  reversed  upon 
certioraru  State  ex  rel.  Manitowoc  v.  County  Clerk,  59 
Wis.  16,  20, 16  K  W.  617 ;  State  ex  rel  Cook  v.  Houser,  122 
Wis.  534,  561,  100  K  W.  964. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  affirm  the  action  of  the  board  of  trustees  in 
granting  pension  to  appellants. 

Mabshaix,  J.  (dissenting).  I  cannot  bring  myself  to 
concur  in  the  decision  of  this  case  and  will  state  briefly  my 
reasons  therefor. 

The  right  result  of  the  controversy  here  presented  depends 
upon  these  familiar  principles  for  statutory  construction: 

First.  A  legislative  enactment  should  not  be  ctmstrued 
where  there  is  no  need  for  construction. 

Second.  There  is  no  need  for  construc1;^on  when  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  enactment,  in  its  plain,  every-day  sense,  looking  to 
words  therein  used,  or  looking  at  them  in  the  li^t  of  the  sub- 
ject dealt  with,  is  not  involved  in  uncertainty. 

Third.  Where  the  meaning  of  an  enactment  is  evident  and 
leads  to  no  absurd  conclusion  there  can  be  no  reason  for  re- 
fusing to  attribute  the  meaning  which  the  words  signify ;  to 
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go  ekewheie  in  search  of  oanjectme,  in  order  to  restrict  or 
extend  the  aot>  would  be  to  attempt  to  elude  it  Such  a 
method  if  onee  adinitted  would  be  extremely  dangerous^  for 
there  would  be  no  law,  however  definite  in  its  language,  which 
might  not,  by  interpretation,  be  rendered  useless. 

Fourth.  Judicial  oonstruetkm  takes  hold  only  when  there 
is  obscurity  of  meaning.  So  we  must  look  first  for  uncer- 
tainty, not  commencing  to  construe  in  advance  of  uncertainty 
appearing. 

Fifth.  All  words  of  an  ^laetment  should  be  r^arded  as 
having  been  used  in  respect  to  some  particular  purpose. 

Sixth.  The  plain,  ordinary  meaning  of  words  should  be 
regarded  as  having  been  the  one  intended,  unless  it  appears, 
reasonably  certain  from  the  enactment^  that  some  other  mean- 
isg  was  intended. 

Seventh.  The  legislative  purpose  when  discovered,  ex- 
pressed within  the  reasonable  scope  of  the  language  in  an 
enactment,  must  prevail,  regardless  of  consequences,  and 
must  be  taken  to  be  a  part  of  the  enactment  the  same  as  if 
expressed  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  words. 

Let  us  now  apply  those  rules  to  the  enactment  in  question. 

The  original  law  is  ch.  265,  Laws  of  1899.  Sec.  8  was  as 
follows: 

"If  any  member  of  the  police  department  shall  while  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of  his  duty  as  such  policeman  be 
injured  and  found  upon  an  examination  by  a  medical  officer 
ordered  by  said  board  to  be  physically  or  mentally  perma- 
nently disabled  by  reason  of  service  in  such  department  so  as 
to  render  necessary  his  retirement  from  service  in  such  de- 
partment, such  board  shall  retire  such  disabled  member  from 
service;  provided,  no  such  retirement  on  account  of  disability 
shall  occur  unless  the  member  has  contracted  such  disability 
while  in  the  active  service  of  such  department"  .  .  . 

That  was  changed  by  ch.  897,  Laws  of  1903,  by  omitting 
"shall"  before  "while,"  interpolating  "active"  before  "duty," 
and  dropping  the  last  of  the  quoted  words,  "while  in  the  active- 
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service  of  such  department,"  and  in  place  thereof  adding  the 
words:  "within  the  hours  of  eadi  day  or  night  when  he  is 
required  to  he  on  active  duty  hy  the  rules  of  Hie  department 
or  while  he  is  engaged  in  the  performance  of  'emergency 
duty'  during  his  regular  'off  hours\" 

Sec  9  of  the  original  enactment  was  this : 

"If  any  member  of  such  police  department  shall,  while  in 
the  performance  of  his  duty,  be  killed  or  die  as  a  result  of  an 
injury  received  in  the  line  of  his  duty  or  amy  disease  con- 
iracted  by  reason  of  his  occupation,  or  if  any  member  of  such 
department,  after  fifteen  years'  service  in  such  department, 
shall  die  from  any  cause  whatever  while  in  said  service,  or 
if  any  member  of  such  department  shall  die  from  any  cause 
whatever  after  having  been  retired  upon  a  pension  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  shall  leave  a  widow  or  minor  child 
or  children  under  sixteen  years  of  age  surviving,  .  .  ." 

Note  particularly  that  this  section  provides  only  for  death 
while  in  the  performance  of  duty,  (a)  by  injury  so  received 
in  the  line  of  his  duty,  (b)  disease  contracted  by  reason  of 
bis  occupation,  (c)  death  in  the  service  from  "any  cause,"  or 
(d)  death  from  "any  cause"  after  retirement  upon  a  pension, 
leaving  a  widow  or  minor  child  or  children  under  sixteen 
years  of  age. 

The  section  was  changed  in  the  Laws  of  1903  to  this: 

"If  any  member  of  such  police  department  shall  while  in 
the  performance  of  his  duty  be  killed  or  die  as  a  result  of  an 
injury  received  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  as  described  in  the 
preceding  section,  or  if  any  member  of  such  department,  after 
fifteen  years'  service  in  such  department,  shall  die  from  any 
<»ause  whatever  while  in  said  service,  or  if  any  member  shall 
die  from  any  cause  whatever  after  having  been  retired  upon 
a  pension  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  shall  leave  a 
widow  or  minor  child  or  children  under  the  age  of  sixteen 
years  sun'iving,  the  said  board  shall  direct  the  payment  from 
said  pension  fund  of  the  following  sums,  monthly,  to  wit: 
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It  "vrill  be  noted  that  the  changes  were,  first,  by  striking 
out  after  the  words  "in  the  line  of  his  duty"  the  words  "or 
any  disease  contracted  by  reason  of  his  occupation,"  and 
second,  by  interpolating  in  place  thereof  the  words  "as  de- 
scribed in  the  preceding  section,'' 

Thus  the  later  Act,  unmistakably  radically  restricts  the 
original  law.  Whereas,  formerly,  relief  was  afforded  for  dis- 
ability occurring  during  the  official  term  while  the  officer  was 
in  service  on  or  off  actual  duty,  imless  on  a  vacation  for  some 
reason,  now  it  is  restricted  to  disability  occurring  within 
hours  when,  under  the  rules  of  the  department,  he  ia  required 
to  be  actually  on  duty,  or  in  case  of  an  emergency.  For- 
merly a  pension  was  grantable  to  a  dependent  widow  in  case 
of  death  of  the  officer,  her  husband,  from  an  injury  in  the  line 
of  duty  as  well  as  from  death  by  disease  contracted  by  reason 
of  his  occupation.  Now  the  latter  is  not  possible,  the  condi- 
tion giving  competency  to  the  dependent  for  a  pension  being 
confined  to  death  of  the  officer  resulting  from  an  injury  oc- 
curring in  the  line  of  his  duty  as  prescribed  in  sec.  8.  The 
elimination  of  death  from  disease  as  creating  such  competency 
would  seem  to  leave  no  reasonable  ground  whatever  for  hold- 
ing that  death  from  pneumonia,  the  circumstance  relied  on 
in  this  case,  is  retained* 

I  will  not  pay  so  little  heed  to  what  I  believe  to  be  ordi- 
nary understanding  of  ordinary  persons,  as  to  spend  time 
demonstrating  that  while  a  disease  as  well  as  an  injury  may 
create  damage,  it  is  false  logic  to  urge  that  an  injury,  in  the 
ordinary  sense,  is  a  disease,  or  a  disease  is  an  injury  in  any 
other  sense  than  that  it  injuriously  affects  the  afflicted  one, 
causing  damage. 

It  would  seem  that  the  mere  fact  of  legislative  dropping 
out  of  "disease"  as  a  cause  of  death  creating  corfipetenc^  of 
a  dependent  for  a  pension,  under  one  of  the  rules  for  construc- 
tion we  have  named,  precludes  the  court  from  resorting  to 
construction  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  it     It  further 
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T90iild  seem  that  such  resort  flies  in  the  face  of  rule  3,  that  to 
<?onstrue  that  which  has  no  need  for  constmction  is  to  use 
the  function  to  construe  to  defeat  the  legislative  intent  rather 
than  to  discover  and  give  effect  to  it 

Again,  since  the  amended  section  only  leaves  death  from 
injury  sufficient  to  create  competency  of  a  dependent  for  a 
pension;  an  "injury*'  as  that  term  is  used  in  sec.  8,  there  can 
he  no  fair  question  but  that  it  means  a  physical  hurt,  such  as 
is  commonly  understood  by  the  term  "injury^'  when  it  is  ap- 
plied to  a  misfortune  to  a  person  engaged  in  an  occi:^ation  in- 
Tolving  extraordinary  hazard  as  to  receiving  bodily  wounds. 

"When  we  speak  of  a  person  as  having  been  injured  in  the 
army  or  in  railroad  employment,  or  in  the  performance  of 
duty  of  keeping  the  peace,  or  protecting  society  from  criminal 
offenders,  or  apprehending  such  offenders,  or  in  any  other  oc- 
cupation exposing  one  to  peculiar  dangers  as  to  bodily  in- 
juries, what  do  we  mean  by  the  term  "injury*'  ?  In  other 
words,  what  is  its  plain,  ordinary  meaning  as  applied  to  such 
situations  ?  I  venture  to  say  the  universal  answer  must  be  a 
physical  hurt,  a  wounding  of  the  body. 

If  the  preceding  be  correct,  to  go  beyond  such  common 
meaning  into  the  field  of  broad  general,  or  that  of  technical, 
sense  violates  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  rules,  and 
particularly  the  sixth,  that  the  plain,  ordinary  meaning  of 
words  should  be  taken  unless  it  appears  reasonably  certain 
some  other  was  intended,  and  also  the  fifth,  that  all  words  of 
an  enactment  should  be  regarded  as  having  been  used  in  re- 
spect to  some  particularly  indicated  purpose.  The  latter  be- 
cause the  element  of  elimination  of  the  cause  "disease"  shows^ 
manifestly,  a  purpose  to  exclude  it  and  restrict  the  term  "in- 
jury" to  the  particular  purpose  of  providing  relief  to  the  de- 
pendent or  dependents  in  case  of  death  from  "injury"  as  dis- 
tinguished from  death  by  "disease,"  as  death  from  pneu- 
monia. 

The  striking  feature  of  the  elimination  of  "disease"  as  a 
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•cause  of  death  creating  competency  for  beneficial  participa- 
tion of  a  dependent  in  the  pension,  fund,  seems  to  me  to  hare 
hcen  entirely  nullified  by  the  result  of  this  case,  rendering 
the  whole  manifest  purpose  of  the  amendatory  act  nugatory. 
True,  the  term  "injury"  is  broad  enough  to  include  any- 
1hing  which  causes  damage,  but  is  that  a  warrant  for  depart- 
ing from  the  common-sense,  ordinary  meaning  as  applied  to 
the  particular  situation?  The  broad  sense  includes  injury 
to  reputation,  injury  to  property,  and  injury  to  rights  as  well 
as  injury  to  the  person  in  the  sense  of  a  bodily  wounding,  but 
cannot  one  see,  very  clearly,  that  only  in  the  latter  sense  is 
the  term  "injury"  to  a  policeman  in  the  course  of  his  active 
duties  as  such,  contemplated  when  the  term  is  used  in  regard 
to  such  a  person  engaged  in  such  service  ?  If  so,  by  what  war- 
rant can  the  court,  merely  because  of  the  broader  signification 
of  the  word,  go  into  the  boundless  field,  especially  in  view 
of  there  not  only  being  nothing  in  the  situation  to  sug- 
gest it,  but  such  a  purpose  being  expressly  negatived  by 
the  legislative  restriction  by  elimination  of  the  very  words 
which  formerly  included  circumstances,  somewhat  within 
such  broad  field.  In  my  judgment  there  is  no  such  warrant, 
and  so  in  my  opinion  the  death  involved  here  by  "disease" 
should  be  r^arded  not  only  as  not  being  within  the  act  but  as 
l)eing  expressly  excluded  from  it,  and  so  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed. 
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Sbvbra  and  wife,  Appellants)  vs.  Beranak,  Eespondent 

January  SO — February  16,  1909, 

Marriage  of  divorced  person  within  year:  Invalidity:  CommonrJaw 
marriage:  Mutual  benefit  insurance:  WTw  may  he  l>enefi^Haries. 

1.  Within  a  year  after  his  divorce  a  resident  of  this  state  was  mar- 

ried in  Illinois  to  another  resident  of  Wisconsin.  The  laws  of 
Illinois,  like  those  of  Wisconsin,  prohibited  such  marriage.  The 
woman  knew  the  man  had  been  divorced  but  did  not  know  that 
their  marriage  was  prohibited.  She  continued  to  cohabit  with' 
him  as  his  wife  in  Wisconsin  until  his  death  more  than  a  year 
after  his  divorce.  Held,  that  there  was  no  common-law  mar^ 
riage,  and  that  the  woman  could  not  share  as  beneficiary  in  the* 
proceeds  of  a  mutual  benefit  certificate  issued  by  a  society  whose 
by-laws  did  not  authorize  her,  if  not  his  wife,  to  be  named  as^ 
such  beneficiary. 

2.  The  fact  that  the  insured  was  sick  for  several  months  prior  to 

his  death  and  was  being  attended  to  and  cared  for  by  his  sup- 
posed wife  during  such  illness  did  not  bring  her  within  a  by- 
law of  the  society  under  which  the  insured  might  designate,  as 
beneficiaries,  "persons  who  are  not  related  to  him  by  blood, 
but  who  are  dependent  on  him,  or  he  on  them,  for  their  main- 
tenance." 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwuu- 
kee  county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Rubin  &  Zahel,  and- 
oral  argument  by  W.  C.  Zahel.  They  cited,  among  other  au- 
thorities, 3  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  960,  961; 
Oroth  V.  Ceniral  Verein,  96  Wis.  140,  70  K  W.  80;  sec 
2330,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906)  ;  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d 
ed.)  1211,  1213,  1214;  State  v.  Tutty,  41  Fed.^753;  2?e  ^YU 
V.  Lander,  72  Wis.  120,  39  K  W.  349 ;  Brovm  v.  Gates, 
120  Wis.  349,  97  K  W.  221,  98  K  W.  205 ;  Wendel  v. 
Durhin,  26  Wis.  390;  Spencer  v.  Pollock,  83  Wia  215^ 
53  K  W.  490;  Williams  v.  WiUi^ims,  46  Wis.  464,  1  K  W^ 
98;  Vinz  v.  Bcatty,  61  Wis.  645,  21  N.  W.  787. 
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John  J.  Ylach,  for  the  respondent  Emilie  Beranak^  cited, 
besides  other  cases,  Frame  v.  Thomumn,  102  Wis.  653,  79  N. 
W.  39;  1  Bishop,  Mar.  &Div.  di.  39;  3  Elliott,  Ev.  §  2486; 
15  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  1039;  Randall  v. 
Kreiger,  23  Wall.  137;  26  Cyc.  872;  Meister  v.  Moore,  96 
U.  S.  76;  De  Thoren  v.  Att'y  Gen.  L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  686; 
Ballou  V.  Oile,  50  Wis.  614,  7  K  W.  561 ;  Ledebuhr  v.  IFis. 
T.  Co.  112  Wis.  657,  88  K  W.  607;  Morrison  v.  Wis.  0.  F. 
M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  59  Wia  162, 18  N.  W.  13 ;  Niblack,  Ben.  Soc. 
§  147 ;  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  1083,  note  4. 

Timlin,  J.  The  appellants  are  the  parents  of  one  Frank 
Severa,  who  died  July  18,  1907,  leaving  life  insurance  for 
$1,000  in  the  defendant  society.  The  following  persons 
were  designated  as  beneficiaries,  viz. :  Emilie  Beranak,  stated 
to  be  the  wife  of  insured,  $500 ;  Felix  Severa,  a  brother  of 
insured,  $200 ;  John  Severa,  a  brother  of  insured,  $100 ;  the 
appellants^  parents  of  the  insured,  $100;  and  $100  for 
funeral  expenses.  Prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion Felix  and  John  Severa  assigned  their  rights  under  said 
policy  to  the  appellants.  The  insured  was  a  divorced  man, 
and  within  one  year  after  his  divorce  and  on  August  2,  1906, 
married  Emilie  Beranak  at  Chicago,  lUingis,  although  both 
he  and  Emilie  were  at  the  time  residents  of  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee and  state  of  Wisconsin.  The  divorce  laws  of  Illinois, 
like  those  of  Wisconsin,  at  the  time  prohibited  the  marriage 
of  divorced  persons  within  one  year  from  the  time  the  decree 
was  presented  except  in  certain  cases  not  relevant  here,  and 
also  declared  such  marriage  void.  Emilie  Beranah,  al- 
though she  knew  the  insured  was  a  divorced  man,  did  not 
know  at  the  time  she  married  the  insured  that  there  was  any 
legal  prohibition  against  said  marriage,  and  after  said  mar- 
riage continued  to  cohabit  with  the  insured  as  his  wife  in  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  and  after  the 
expiration  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  divorce,  which 
Vol.  138  —  10 
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was  February  8, 1906.     The  by-lawB  of  the  defendant  society 
provided  as  follows: 

"The  member  shall  designate  the  payment  of  his  death 
benefit  as  follows:  (1)  To  his  family;  (2)  to  his  blood  rela- 
tives; or  (3)  to  persons  depending  on  him,  whom  he  shall 
designate  in  his  application,  stating  the  amounts  payable  to 
each.  He  shall  designate  the  following  persons  as  his  benefi- 
ciaries: (1)  His  lawful  wife;  (2)  his  children,  if  they  be 
dead  to  their  children  (his  grandchildren)  ;  (3)  his  parents; 
(4)  his  brothers  and  sisters  of  whole-blood;  (6)  his  brothers 
and  sisters  of  half-blood;  (6)  his  grandfather  or  grand- 
mother ;  (7)  his  nearest  relatives  other  than  above  mentioned ; 

(8)  persons  who  are  not  related  to  him  by  blood,  but  are  de- 
pendent upon  him,  or  he  on  them,  for  their  maintenance ; 

(9)  to  National  Slavonic  Subordinate  Assembly  and  for  Slo- 
vak national  enterprises." 

"If,  for  any  reason,  a  member  should  not  make  a  designa- 
tion of  his  beneficiaries,  or  if  such  designation  should  become 
null  and  void,  and  if  because  of  errors,  or  for  other  reasons, 
or  if  the  designated  beneficiary  should  die,  then  the  benefit 
shall  be  paid  one  half  (^)  to  wife  and  the  other  one  half  (i) 
in  equal  parts  to  the  children;  but  where  there  are  no  chil- 
dren, one  half  (^)  to  wife  and  one  half  (i)  to  the  parents  of 
the  deceased ;  and  in  case  there  is  no  wife,  nor  children,  nor 
parents,  then  the  benefit  is  paid  to  the  legal  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased.'^ 

The  insured  left  no  diildren.  The  society  paid  the  money 
into  court,  and  this  contest  is  by  the  parents  of  the  insured, 
tlie  appellants,  claiming  in  their  own  right  and  as  assigns  of 
the  brothers  of  the  insured  and  his  heirs  at  law,  against 
Emilie  Berandk.  The  court  below  held  on  the  foregoing 
facts  that  Emilie  Beranak  was  the  common-law  wife  of  the 
insured  and  entitled  to  the  sum  of  $500  out  of  the  amount  of 
$1,000  paid  into  court  by  the  society. 

It  is  only  fair  to  the  trial  court  to  note  that  this  ruling  was 
made  prior  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Lmham  v.  LcmJuhtn, 
136  Wis.  360,  117  N".  W.  787.  According  to  the  rule  in  the 
case  last  cited,  Emilie  Beranak  was  not  in  any  sense  the  wife 
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of  the  insured.  The  by-laws  of  the  society,  above  quoted,  did 
not  authorise  the  insured  to  name  her  as  a  beneficiary.  The 
conclusion  that  there  was  a  common-law  marriage  between 
the  parties  under  the  facts  aforesaid  cannot  be  upheld.  There 
was  in  this  case  no  wife  or  children  of  the  insured,  and  the 
benefit  imder  the  by-law,  as  we  construe  it,  so  far  as  the  $500 
of  which  Endlie  BeranaJc  was  the  designated  beneficiary  is 
concerned,  went  to  the  appellants,  parents  of  the  insured. 
The  remainder  they  claim  by  express  designation  as  benefi- 
ciaries and  by  assignment  from  the  brothers  of  insured. 
TTiere  seems  to  be  no  provision  in  the  by-laws  for  applying 
any  part  of  the  insurance  for  funeral  expenses,  and,  if  so, 
this  would  pass  also  to  the  parents  of  the  insured  as  his  l^al 
heirs. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  further  attempted  to 
be  supported  on  the  fourth  finding  of  fact,  as  follows:  "Said 
Frank  Severa  prior  to  his  death  was  sick  for  several  months 
and  was  being  attended  to  and  cared  for  by  said  Endlie 
Beranak  during  his  illness."  This  finding  does  not  bring 
lier  within  the  by-law,  "persons  who  are  not  related  to  him  by 
blood,  but  who  are  dependent  upon  him,  or  he  on  them,  for 
their  maintenance,"  even  if  she  were  otherwise  competent  to 
take  under  this  clause  of  the  by-law. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  upon  the  findings  of  fact  in  favor  of  the  appellants. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 


148         SUPREME  COURT  OE  WISCONSIN.      [Feb. 
Uhlenberg  v.  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Co,  138  Wis.  148. 

Uhlknbekg,  Appellant,  vs.  Milwaukee  Gas  Light  Com- 
pany, Respondent 

January  SO — February  16,  1909. 

Actions:  Limitations:  Condition  precedent:  Notice  of  personal  in- 
jury: Essentials:  MunidpaX  corporations:  Defective  streets: 
Primary  liability  of  person  not  served  with  notice, 

L  Notice  of  a  personal  injury  resulting  from  defects  in  a  street  was 
served  upcn  the  city,  reciting  that  the  damage  was  caused  by 
the  city  and  that  satisfaction  was  claimed  from  it.  Action 
having  been  commenced  against  the  city,  it  tendered  the  de- 
fense to  a  gas  company  on  the  theory  that  the  latter  had  caused 
the  defects,  accompanying  such  tender  with  copies  of  the  sum- 
mons, complaint,  and  notice  of  injury.  PlaintifC  was  nonsuited 
In  the  action  against  the  city  on  the  ground  that  the  gas  com- 
pany was  primarily  liable,  and  then  sued  that  company  but  did 
not  serve  upon  it  any  notice  of  the  injury.  Held,  that  the  no- 
tice served  upon  the  city  was  not  sufficient  to  fix  liability  upon 
the  gas  company,  under  subd.  5,  sec.  4222,  Stats.  (1898),  requir- 
ing the  notice  to  be  "served  upon  the  person  or  corporation  by 
whom  it  is  claimed  such  damage  was  caused"  and  to  state  "that 
satisfaction  thereof  is  claimed  of  such  person  or  corporation/' 

2.  For  the  same  reason,  the  complaint  in  the  action  against  the  city 
could  not  serve  as  a  notice  to  the  gas  company;  and  the  tender 
of  defense,  besides  not  containing  the  essential  recitals,  did 
not  meet  the  requirement  of  the  statute  that  the  notice  should 
be  "signed  by  the  party  damaged,  his  agent  or  attorney." 

8.  The  fact  that  a  statute  provides  that  a  notice  shall  not  be  insuffi- 
cient or  invalid  solely  because  of  Inaccuracy  or  failure  in  stat- 
ing certain  things  if  there  was  no  intention  to  mislead  and 
no  one  is  In  fact  misled  thereby,  indicates  that  in  other  respects 
the  notice  must  substantially  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  statute. 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Obeen  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     AffmnecL 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  personal 
injury.  A  wheel,  broken  from  a  hose  cart,  rolled  against  the 
defendant  and  injured  him  while  lie  was  standing  on  a  street 
comer  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee.     Action  was  commenced  by 
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the  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint  December  7,  1905, 
against  the  city  of  Milwaukee  to  recover  damages  for  such 
injury.  The  accident  happened  July  13,  1905,  and  on  July 
21,  1905,  notice  of  the  injury  was  served  on  the  city,  pursu- 
ant to  subd.  5,  sea  4222,  Stats.  (1898),  such  notice  being 
aildressed  to  the  mayor  and  city  clerk  of  the  city,  and  claim- 
ing "satisfaction  for  said  injuiy  from  the  city  of  Milwau- 
kee." *  Such  notice  recited: 

"That  the  street  in  front  of  and  along  said  Commerce  and 
Walnut  streets  at  and  near  the  place  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred was  out  of  repair  and  defective  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  city  of  Milwaukee,  and  the  hose  cart  upon  which  the  said 
wheel  was  detached  was  defective,  and  that  while  the  said 
hose  cart  was  rapidly  and  with  great  violence  running  to  a 
lire,  the  said  wheel,  on  account  of  the  said  defective  condition 
of  the  street  and  hose  cart,  became  detached  and  rolled  against 
the  plaintiff,  causing  said  accident  and  injury." 

On  February  8,  1906,  the  city  of  Milwaukee  tendered  the 
defense  of  the  action  to  the  MiltvavJcee  Oaa  Light  Compaavy, 
on  the  theory  that  the  defective  condition  of  the  street  com- 
plained of  was  due  to  the  failure  of  such  company  to  restore 
said  street  to  its  former  condition  after  having  torn  up  the 
same  to  repair  a  leak  in  a  gas  main,  and  that  said  gas  com- 
pany was  primarily  liable  for  the  injury  sustained  by  plaint- 
iff by  reason  of  the  defective  condition  of  the  street  The 
tender  of  the  defense  of  the  action  was  accompanied  with  a 
copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  in  the  action  and  also  a 
copy  of  the  notice  of  injury  served  upon  the  city  on  July  21, 
1905.  The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  in  the  action  brought 
against  the  city,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  in  this 
action  was  primarily  liable  for  the  damages  sustained.  This 
action  was  commenced  March  11,  1908,  and  more  than  one 
year  after  the  accident  occurred.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  notice  required  by  subd.  5,  sec.  4222,  Stats.  (1898),  was 
duly  given  to  the  defendant  by  reason  of  the  service  on  said 
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defendant,  by  the  city  attorney  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  of 
a  copy  of  the  notice  of  injury  served  on  said  city,  together 
with  a  copy  of  the  complaint  in  the  action  against  the  city, 
and  of  the  tender  of  the  defenfle  in  said  action.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  "no  other  notice  was  served  upon  said  de- 
fendant Milvm,ukee  Oas  Light  Company/*  The  defendant 
demurred  to  the  complaint  on  two  grounds:  (1)  As  not  stat- 
ing a  cause  of  action;  and  (2)  because  the  action  was  not 
conmienced  within  tlie  time  limited  by  sec.  4222,  Stats. 
(1898).  From  an  order  sustaining  such  demurrer  plaintiff 
appeals. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
Ernst  A.  Kehr. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Miller,  Mack  & 
Fair  child,  and  oral  argument  by  4.  TT.  Favrchild. 

Baenes,  J.  The  material  part  of  subd.  6,  sec.  4222,  Stats. 
(1898),  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the  question  before  the  courts 
provides  that: 

"No  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  the  person 
shall  be  maintained  unless,  within  one  year  after  the  happen- 
ing of  the  event  causing  such  damages,  notice  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  party  damaged,  his  agent  or  attorney,  shall  be 
served  upon  the  person  or  corporation  by  whom  it  is  claimed 
such  damage  was  caused,  stating  the  time  and  place  where 
such  damage  occurred,  a  brief  description  of  the  injuries,  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  received  and  the  grounds  upon 
which  claim  is  made  and  that  satisfaction  thereof  is  claimed 
of  such  person  or  corporation." 

The  statute  further  provides  that  the  notice  shall  not  be 
deemed  insiiffieient  solely  because  of  any  inaccuracy  or  fail- 
ure in  stating  (1)  the  description  of  the  injuries  and  (2)  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  received,  or  the  grounds  on  which 
claim  is  made,  provided  there  was  no  intention  to  mislead  and 
the  party  was  not  in  fact  misled  thereby. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  statute  requires  that  the  notice  must 
be   sen'ed  upon   the  person  or  corporation  by  whom   it  is 
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claimed  such  damage  was  caused  and  that  it  must  state  that 
"satisfaction  thereof  is  daimed  of  such  person  or  corpora- 
tion/' The  notice  here  served  recited  that  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee caused  the  damage  and  likewise  stated  that  satisfac- 
tion therefor  was  claimed  from  said  city.  Manifestly,  if 
effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  plain  provisions  of  the  statute,  the 
notice  was  insufScient  to  fix  liability  upon  the  defendant.  It 
not  only  fails  to  daim  satisfaction  from  the  defendant,  but 
negatives  the  idea  that  damages  are  claimed  from  it  by  assert- 
ing that  damages  are  daimed  from  another  corporation. 
Neither  is  the  notice  addressed  to  the  defendant,  but  to  the 
dty  of  Milwaukee.  The  statute  dedares  that  error  or  inac- 
curacy in  stating  certain  things  required  to  be  stated  in  the 
notice  shall  not  render  it  insujBBcient  if  there  was  no  inten- 
tion to  mislead  and  the  party  from  whom  damages  are  claimed 
is  not  in  fact  misled.  Such  provision,  however,  does  not  ex- 
tend to  the  requirement  that  the  notice  must  be  served  upon 
the  party  from  whom  damages  are  daimed  and  must  state 
that  satisfaction  for  such  damages  is  claimed  of  such  party. 
The  fact  that  the  statute  has  provided  that  #eertain  require- 
ments thereof  are  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  notice, 
where  no  one  is  misled  and  there  was  no  intent  to  mislead, 
would  indicate  that  its'  other  provisions  must  be  substantially 
complied  with. 

In  Smith  v.  C,  M.  £  St.  P.  R.  Co.  124  Wis.  121,  123, 102 
N.  W.  336,  this  court  said  that,  when  the  language  of  a  pro- 
vision of  this  statute  relating  to  the  manner  of  serving  the 
notice  was  plain  and  unambiguous,  "such  provision  is  impera- 
tive and  not  permissive."  Again,  in  Hoffmcnn  v,  Milwaukee 
E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  127  Wis.  76,  82,  106  K  W.  808,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  notice  need  not  be  given  within  one  year  in  the 
case  of  a  minor.  The  court  rejected  the  exception  sought  to 
be  interpolated  into  the  statute,  saying: 

"The  statute  in  question  is  clear  and  unambiguous,  and, 
if  its  words  be  given  their  plain,  obvious,  and  ordinary  mean- 
ing, there  can  be  no  room  for  doubt  that  the  legislature  in- 
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'tended  the  statute  requiring  notice  to  be  served  within  one 
year  aft^r  the  happening  of  the  event  causing  the  damage 
should  apply  to  all  persons.  To  give  it  any  other  construc- 
tion would  be  to  disregard  the  plain  meaning  of  the  statute.^' 

It  is  manifest  here  that  a  plain  and  unambiguous  provision 
of  Uiis  statute  has  not  been  complied  with.  To  hold  the  no- 
tice sufficient  it  would  be  necessary  to  eliminate  a  portion  of 
llie  law  by  judicial  construction.  This  court  is  not  concerned 
with  the  merits  or  demerits,  or  the  wisdom  or  lack  of  wisdom, 
in  this  law.  If  it  is  wrong  the  legislature  should  repeal  it 
It  is  not  permissible  for  the  courts  to  do  so  by  a  construction 
wholly  at  variancb  with  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  words 
used  in  the  act. 

The  complaint  in  the  action  against  the  city  of  Milwaukee 
is  not  helpful  as  a  notice,  inasmuch  as  it  is  subject  to  the  same 
infirmity  as  is  the  notice  served  on  the  city.  The  tender  of 
defense  made  by  the  city  attorney  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee 
was  not  made  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  his  agent  or  attorney,  as 
required  by  said  subd.  5  of  sec.  4222,  and  in  any  event  is  bar- 
ren of  essential  recitals  necessary  to  constitute  notice  under 
the  statute.        * 

By  the  Court. — ^The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


Weisenbaoh,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant 

in  error. 

January  SO — February  16,  1909, 

Criminal  law:  Assault  with  intent  to  kill:  Conspiracy:  Trial  of  one 
conspirator:  Opening  statement:  Evidence:  Resistance  to  ar- 
rest: Previous  threats:  Submission  of  lesser  degrees  included 
in  charge:  Instructions  to  jury:  Intent:  Presumptions. 

1.  If  two  persons  assault  another  with  design  to  feloniously  take 
that  other's  life,  and  the  claim  of  the  prosecution  is  that  such 
persons  acted  pursuant  to  a  conspiracy,  having  for  its  purpose 
the  offense  attempted  in  aid  of  a  further  general  purpose,  and 
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only  one  Is  placed  on  trial  who  denies  being  one  of  the  two, 
and  the  identity  of  the  other  is  established — all  the  circum- 
stance of  the  conspiracy,  and  the  various  steps  in  its  consum- 
mation tending  to  show  motive  for  participation  therein  of  the 
one  on  trial  and  to  identify  him  as  having  been  the  participant 
and  the  general  intent  of  such  participation,  may  properly  be 
given  in  evidence. 

2.  In  the  situation  mentioned  it  is  proper  to  state  to  the  jury  in 

opening  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  all  facts  the 
state  expects  to  prove,  as  to  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  the 
connection  of  the  accused  therewith,  particularly  at  the  time 
of  the  offense,  and  to  offer  all  legitimate  evidence  showing  such 
circumstances,  so  far  as  they  tend  to  establish  guilt  of  the 
accused. 

3.  In  such  a  situation,  the  fact  that  one  participant  has  not  been 

apprehended,  does  not  militate,  upon  the  trial  of  the  other, 
against  showing  all  the  facts  regarding  the  absent  one  bearing 
on  the  criminality  of  such  other. 

4.  If  a  person,  about  to  be  apprehended  as  guilty  of  having  com- 

mitted a  criminal  ofitense,  resists  arrest,  that  may  properly  be 
established  upon  his  trial  as  bearing  on  the  probability  of  his 
guilt  and  given  such  weight  by  the  Jury  as  they  may  think  it 
is  entitled  to  under  all  circumstances. 
6.  If  an  attempt  be  made  to  arrest  a  person  upon  a  charge  of  his 
having  committed  a  criminal  offense,  and  he  successfully,  by 
threats  or  intimidation,  prevents  being  apprehended,  and  is 
informed  that  he  will  be  visited  later  by  a  force  sufficient  to 
secure  his  submission,  and  he  evinces  a  disposition  to  resist 
in  such  event,  and  upon  a  new  attempt  the  officers  are  resisted 
by  such  person  and  a  comrade,  acting  in  concert  with  him,  and 
to  the  extent  of  a  claimed  design  to  take  the  lives  of  such 
officers, — ^proof  of  the  previous  occurrence  and  threats  are  legiti- 
mate as  to  the  intent  of  such  resistance. 

6.  If  a  person  is  charged  with  a  homicidal  offense  of  a  high  degree. 

Including  lesser  degrees,  the  case  need  not  be  submitted  to  the 
Jury  in  any  aspect  other  than  such  as  there  is  evidence  In  some 
reasonable  view  to  sustain. 

7.  In  the  trial  of  a  person  accused  of  having  committed  a  homicidal 

offense  of  a  character  including  a  lesser  offense,  the  court  should 
Hnstruct  the  Jury  as  to  every  offense  included  In  the  charge 
established  in  any  reasonable  view  by  the  evidence. 

8.  In  the  circimistances  last  mentioned,  failure  to  charge  as  to  any 

particular  grade  of  offense,  no  proper  request  being  submitted 
therefor,  is  not  harmful  error. 

9.  In  such  circumstances,  an  instruction  requiring  conviction  of  the 

higher  degree  or  acquittal,  Is  favorable  rather  than  harmful  to 
the  accused. 
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10.  A  requested  instruction,  embodying  a  correct  rule  of  law  but  not 

applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  may  properly  be  refused. 

11.  In  submitting  a  cause  to  a  jury  involving  a  charge  of  assault 

with  a  dangerous  weapon  with  felonious  intent  to  take  human 
life  it  is  proper  tx)  instruct  the  jury  that  a  man  is  presumed  to 
intend  the  natural,  probable,  and  usual  consequences  of  his  act, 
that  being  given  so  as  to  indicate  it  is  not  conclusive;  only  an 
evidentiary  circumstance,  to  be  considered  in  connection  with 
the  legal  presumption  of  Innocence  and  all  the  evidence  bearing 
on  the  issue. 

12.  The  fact  that,  in  the  given  case,  the  reasonably  to  be  expected 

result,  as  the  usual  and  probable  consequenoes  of  the  act  charged, 
did  not  occur,  does  not  preclude  giving  to  the  jury  the  rule  as 
to  the  inference  of  fact  arising  from  the  deliberate  act 
[Syllabus  by  Mabshaix,  J.] 

Ebrob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Cliip- 
pewa  county :  A.  J.  Vin je,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed, 

Plaintiff  in  error  was  duly  convicted  of  the  crime  of  assault 
with  intent  to  murder.  Exceptions  were  saved  requisite  to 
present  for  review  the  questions  discussed  in  the  opinion. 
The  facts  are  there  indicated,  so  far  as  necessary  to  an  under- 
standing of  such  questions. 

ir.  II.  Stafford,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Eor  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney OenerdL,  F.  L.  McNamara,  district  attorney  of  Sawjer 
county,  and  /.  E,  Messerschmidt,  assistant  attorney  general, 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  McNamara  and  Mr.  Messer- 
Schmidt. 

MAKsirALT.,  J.  The  charge  was  that  the  accused,  upon  a 
particular  day  and  at  a  particular  place  named,  while  armed 
with  a  deadly  weapon,  to  wit,  a  rifle,  feloniously  assaulted 
five  persons,  named,  with  intent  to  murder  them. 

The  ffoneral  claim  of  the  state  was  this :  John  Dietz  resided 
on  the  banks  of  the  Thomapple  river  in  SaT^T-er  county,  Wis- 
consin, some  sixty  miles  by  the  nearest  usable  traveled  way 
from  the  railroad  station  at  Hayward,  the  county  seat,  and  in 
a  wild  and  substantially  uninhabited  country;  miles  beyond 
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the  termini  of  public  highways,  and  reached  only  by  traveling 
through  forests  on  rough  roads>  used  principally  by  lumber- 
men, and  passable,  only  with  some  difficulty,  at  the  season  of 
the  year  when  the  oocurrenoe  in  question  happened.  There 
had  occurred  difficulties  between  him  and  a  lumber  company 
respecting  conflicting  claims  as  to  property  rights,  leading  to 
the  commencement  of  actions,  criminal  and  civil,  against  him, 
and  his  defying  the  officers  of  the  law,  refusing  to  submit  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  and  insisting  upon  vindicating 
his  claims  by  force  to  the  extent  of  standing  off  (^cers  of  the 
law  sent,  in  due  course,  with  papers  to  serve  on  him  and  war- 
rants for  his  apprehension,  using  deadly  weapons  for  that  pur- 
pose and  evincing  a  determination  to  use  them  to  kill  rather 
than  submit  to  the  laws  of  the  state  as  administered  by  its 
courts.  Apprehending  repetition  of  an  expedition  in  force  to 
arrest  him,  he  associated  the  accused  with  him  for  the  pur- 
pose of  resisting  the  (^oers,  and  to  the  extent  of  killing  them. 
On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1904,  William  Giblin  and  William 
Elliot,  two  deputy  sheriffs  of  Sawyer  county,  departed  from 
Hayward  on  an  expedition  to  arrest  Dietz,  having  a  bench 
warrant,  because  of  a  previous  defiance  of  the  authority  of  the 
court,  and  a  criminal  warrant  for  a  serious  criminal  offense 
in  connection  with  the  matter  referred  to.  The  first  day  they 
reached  a  stopping  place,  some  forty-six  miles  from  the  start- 
ing point,  leaving  seventeen  miles  or  thereabouts  to  be  trav- 
ersed before  reaching  the  Dietz  home,  the  way  being  over 
substantially  unfrequented  roads,  through  forests  and  rough 
uninhabited  country,  as  before  indicated.  The  next  day  they 
resumed  the  journey,  accompanied  by  two  employees  of  the 
lumber  company  with  which  Dietz  was  at  war,  and  an  em- 
ployee of  the  farmer  with  whom  they  passed  the  night  The 
destination  for  the  day  was  the  lumber  company's  camp,  near 
the  dam  which  had  been  the  subject  of  conflict,  and  near  the 
Dietz  home.  The  lumber  company  employees  were  on  a  re- 
turn journey  to  camp.     The  farm  hand  went  to  drive  and 
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take  care  of  the  farmer's  team  -which  with  his  lumber  wagon 
and  tote  rack  was  procured  to  make  the  balance  of  the  journey. 
The  lumber  company  had  a  team,  which  was  hitdied  with  the 
other  one^  making  a  team  of  four  horses.  The  two  company 
employees  took  the  driver's  seat  and  one  of  them  did  the  driv- 
ing. The  two  officers  sat  on  bags  of  feed  behind  such  seat  and 
back  of  them  was  the  farm  hand.  Traveling  as  indicated, 
armed  with  several  guns,  which  however  were  not  loaded, 
about  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  at  a  point  about  three  miles 
from  the  camp,  Elliot  observed  a  man  hiding  behind  the  stub 
of  a  tree,  about  fourteen  feet  from  the  road  and  to  the  rear, 
and  called  attention  of  his  associates  thereto.  The  man 
changed  his  position  as  the  wagon  proceeded,  so  as  to  keep  the 
tree  stub  between  him  and  range  from  the  position  of  the  men 
in  the  wagon.  The  wagon  had  not  gone  far,  after  the  man  was 
first  observed,  before  he  suddenly  stepped  into  the  open,  in- 
stantly brought  his  rifle  to  his  shoulder,  yelled  "Hands  up,  you 
sons  of  bitches !"  and  commenced  firing.  Instantly,  after  the 
first  shot  was  fired,  another  man,  armed  with  a  rifle,  stepped 
from  hiding  into  the  open,  near  the  first  one  and,  likewise,  in- 
stantly commenced  firing  on  the  party  in  the  wagon.  Imme- 
diately after  the  first  shot  the  horses  broke  into  a  run.  The 
discharge  of  firearms  continued  as  long  as  the  receding  party 
could  be  kept  in  range,  many  shots  in  all  being  fired.  One 
bullet  went  through  the  farm  hand's  hat,  just  above  the  band, 
and  he  fell  out  of  the  wagon  into  the  road.  The  men  were 
recognized  as  Dietz  and  the  accused,  the  former  being  the  one 
who  first  commenced  firing.  Four  bullets  took  effect  in  the 
wagon.  One  of  the  persons  on  the  front  seat  was  struck  with 
two  pieces  of  bullets,  woimding  him  severely  in  the  right  fore- 
arm. He  was  struck  also  by  a  bullet  which  cut  one  of  his  sus- 
penders below  the  buckle  and  grazed  and  left  marks  on  his 
body.  The  party  did  not  wait  or  go  back  for  the  farm  hand. 
They  went  on,  after  regaining  control  of  the  horses,  several 
miles  to  a  logging  camp  away  from  the  contemplated  route 
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and  made  no  further  attempt  to  execute  the  purpose  for  which 
they  started.  After  the  firing  ceased  two  men  approached 
Giauqu6|  the  farm  hand,  ordering  him  at  the  point  of  Dietz's 
gun  to  throw  up  his  hands.  They  were  in  attempted  disguise 
by  blackening  their  faces,  to  some  extent,  and  turning  under 
their  hat  rims.  After  some  altercation,  Giauque  was  forced 
to  return  on  foot  to  his  employer's  home,  the  accused,  by 
Dietz's  direction,  running  him  down  the  road  with  the  pointed 
gun  against  his  back  and  kicking  him  several  times  and  other- 
wise abusing  him,  commanding  him  to  run  und^r  peril  of  be- 
ing so  fiUed  with  shot  that  he  oould  not  run  and  having  his 
head  blown  off.  In  the  meantime  the  accused  had  picked  up 
a  second  gun,  a  shotgun,  which  was  secreted  behind  a  log  near 
the  location  he  occupied  when  the  party  first  discovered  they 
had  been  ambushed.  As  Dietz  gave  directions  to  the  accused, 
he  started  on  in  pursuit  of  the  officers,  saying  he  would  take 
across  so  as  to  head  them  off  and  get  another  shot 

Though  a  subpoena  was  duly  issued  to  procure  the  attend- 
ance of  John  Dietz  at  the  trial  he  was  not  produced.  So  far 
as  appears  the  trial  court  and  the  jury  were  left  to  imagine 
why  the  one  who  appeared  to  be  the  dominant  figure,  in  this 
most  serious  offense,  was  not  present  to  testify.  That  it  was 
not  because  he  oould  not  be  found,  sufficiently  appears  from 
the  evidence.  That  it  was  not  because,  being  served,  he  in 
contempt  of  authority  refused  to  obey,  further  appears  by  in- 
ference. There  is  left,  as  the  only  inference,  that  by  the  hos- 
tile attitude  of  Dietz  the  officer  with  the  subpoena  was  unable 
to  make  service  upon  him,  without  such  peril  of  personal 
safety  that  he  would  not  incur  it.  This  situation  must  be  con- 
s«idered  with  reference  to  some  occurrences  on  the  trial  respect- 
ing which  complaint  is  made.  There  was  no  dispute  in  the 
evidence  but  that  the  condition  of  things  su^^ested,  leading 
up  to  the  shooting,  existed,  and  no  dispute  but  that  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  shooting  and  what  followed  as  claimed,  ac- 
tually took  plaoa     The  sole  claim  of  the  accused  was  that 
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neither  he  nor  Dietz  was  present  at  the  time  of  the  shooting 
nor  participated  therein.  He  testified  that  he  was  with  Dietz 
at  his  hc«ne  from  some  time  in  the  forenoon  till  after  the  time 
the  incident  complained  of  was  closed.  There  was  evidence 
to  the  effect,  directly  or  circumstantially,  that  he  was  Dietz's 
nearest  neighbor;  that  they  were  almost  daily  associates;  that 
he  knew  of  the  difficulty  between  Dietz  and  the  lumber  com- 
pany and  his  attitude  of  defiance  of  the  lawful  authority  of 
the  state ;  that  he  was  a  single  man,  living  alone  on  a  home- 
stead claim  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  Dietz  home ;  that 
he  was  the  possessor  of  a  rifle  and  shotgun  and  was  accustomed 
to  do  considerable  work  for  Dietz  and  to  be  with  him,  armed 
on  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  dam ;  that  on  the  morning  after  the 
shooting  he  drove  two  persons  away  who  were  approaching 
his  cabin,  by  menacing  them  with  his  shotgun,  having  the 
idea,  as  he  testified,  of  avoiding  mixing  up  in  the  difficulty 
Dietz  was  in,  and  that  on  Monday  after  the  shooting,  at 
Dietz's  request,  he  made  a  trip  on  foot  to  Phillips,  a  distance 
of  forty-five  miles,  and  obtained  for  him  a  stock  of  ammuni- 
tion. 

The  foregoing  somewhat  lengthy  statement  of  the  staters 
claim,  and  the  general  character  of  the  evidence  in  support 
of  it,  will  suffice,  without  going  into  the  evidence  in  detail. 
The  claim  made  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  not  supported 
by  the  evidence  is  without  merit  The  evidence  seems  ample 
at  all  material  points  to  warrant  the  conclusion  the  jury 
reached. 

Numerous  exceptions  were  saved  to  remarks  made  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  in  opening  the  case,  such  as  referring  to 
the  existence  of  litigation  between  the  Ohippewa  Lumber  & 
Boom  Company  and  Dietz,  and  to  the  sheriff,  meaning,  obvi- 
ously, one  of  the  deputy  sheriffs,  having  at  the  time  of  the 
shooting  a  warrant,  among  others,  for  the  arrest  of  Dietz  for 
an  offense  upon  one  of  the  lumber  company's  employees,  who 
was  with  the  officers  on  the  day  of  the  filiooting.     Also  to  ref- 
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^renoe  to  a  drcumstance  that  when  officers,  sent  to  apprehend 
Dietz,  were  eating  their  dinner  at  the  lumber  camp  near  the 
Dietz  home,  a  shot  was  fired  through  the  window,  striking  and 
hreaking  the  arm  of  one  Trac^.  Complaint  is  made  as  to  all 
«uch  matters,  and  further,  because  the  state  asked  two  ques- 
tions, which  were  not  permitted  to  be  answered,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  when  two  deputy  sheriffs  went  to  arrest 
the  accused  he  resisted  by  assault.  Also  because  a  question 
was  asked  of  one  of  the  deputy  sheriffs,  which  was  not  permit- 
ted to  be  answered,  as  to  -Crhether  the  country  adjacent  to  the 
Dietz  place  was  not  in  terror  of  him  and  the  accused,  and  ques- 
tions, asked  of  another  deputy  sheriff,  as  to  whether  he  did  not 
inform  Dietz  that  officers  would  be  sent  after  him  in  sufficient 
force  to  capture  him.  Also  because  of  a  question  to  a  witness 
called  by  the  accused  to  impeach  the  statement  of  the  witness 
Giauque,  respecting  w^hether  John  Dietz's  brother  William 
was  not  in  strong  sympathy  with  him  in  respect  to  the  affair 
under  investigation.  Also  because  of  a  question,  not  an- 
swered, on  cross-examination,  put  to  a  witness  called  to  give 
the  accused  a  good  character  as  a  i)eaceable  and  quiet  citizen, 
as  to  whether  he  did  not  know  the  accused  "was  a  member  of 
John  Dietz's  outlaw  gang."  Also  because  the  state's  officer, 
in  addressing  the  jury  upon  the  evidence,  said:  "If  John 
Dietz  is  that  wronged  man  who  has  never  committed  a  crime 
in  his  life,  why  isn't  he  here  in  the  hall  of  justice  ?■ '  to  which 
objection  was  made  because  the  officer  who  had  been  com- 
manded to  produce  him  upon  a  warrant  could  not  get  him. 
Whereupon  such  officer  exclaimed  in  reply,  "If  you  will  admit 
that  John  Dietz  is  a  lawless  bandit  that  will  be  sufficient,"  to 
which  counsel  for  the  accused  replied  that,  since  all  had  been 
done  that  was  practicable  to  secure  the  attendance  of  Dietz, 
the  situation  of  the  accused  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  re- 
ferring to  the  circumstance  of  his  absence.  Also  because  the 
slate's  officer,  in  the  course  of  his  address,  referred  to  John 
Dietz  as  an  "anarchist"  and  the  court  declined  to  express  any 
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opinion  as  to  the  oorrectness  of  tho  remark,  saying:  "The  jury 
can  take  his  characterization  of  Mr.  Dietz  for  what  they  deem 
it  worth."  Further,  because  the  state's  oflScer  said  to  the 
jury :  "John  Dietz  is  behind  this  case,"  and  tho  court  refused 
to  sustain  an  objection  thereto,  saying:  "Counsel  is  arguing 
from  circumstances  which  appear  in  evidence  and  the  jury 
can  consider  it  as  they  deem  proper."  And  lastly  because  the 
state's  officer  said  to  the  jury:  "The  state  has  chased  all  over 
the  state  for  witnesses  for  the  defendant,"  and  the  court  de- 
clined to  express  disapprobation  thereof  further  than  to  say,, 
in  effect,  that  though  the  state  had  not,  perhaps,  chased  all 
over  the  state  for  witnesses  in  behalf  of  the  accused,  it  had  re- 
sponded to  his  every  request  in  that  regard. 

We  have  thus  grouped  all  of  the  complaints  made  as  to  un- 
fair conduct  of  the  trial  on  the  part  of  the  district  attorney 
and  his  assistant.  They  are  all  of  the  same  general  character 
and  fall  by  one  general  reason. 

Counsel  was  radically  wrong  in  the  idea  that  the  circum- 
stances leading  up  to  the  shooting,  claimed  by  the  district  at- 
torney to  show  a  motive  therefor  and  such  connection  of  tho 
accused  therewith  as  indicated  that  he  was  a  guilty  partici- 
pant with  Dietz  in  a  purpose  to  defend  his  supposed  rights  by 
force  against  the  oiBcers  of  the  law  as  well  as  against  the  pri- 
vate party,  were  foreign  to  this  case.  They  were  a  legitimate- 
if  not  a  necessary  part  of  it.  If  John  Dietz  was  a  guilty  par- 
ticipant in  the  shooting,  then  the  accused  was,  if  ho  was  the 
second  man  present  There  is  no  escape  from  that  Really, 
though  John  Dietz  was  not  on  trial,  he  was  the  most  signifi- 
cant figure  in  the  affair.  Therefore,  all  circumstances  now 
narrated  leading  up  to  the  astonishing  situation  of  one  man 
with  neighborly  assistance,  including  the  accused  as  was 
claimed,  carrying  on  successful  warfare  with  a  great  state, 
defying  its  laws,  its  officers,  and  its  oourts>  culminating  in  the 
battle  in  the  woods  whidi  ended,  as  the  jury  believed,  and  had 
a  right  to  believe,  without  any  great  loss  of  blood,  ^owing  to 
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want  of  deliberation  and  good  marksmanship  on  the  part  of 
the  accused  and  his  associate  and  the  distinction  won  by  the 
oiRcers  of  the  law  in  the  rapidity  and  success  of  their  flight 
and  their  utter  unpreparedness  to  meet  the  resistance  they 
seemed  to  hare  anticipated  they  might  meet  before  the  expe- 
dition was  over.  John  Dietz  and  his  operations  which  so  cul- 
minated were  as  much  a  part  of  the  affair  as  participation  of 
the  accused  therein.  There  was  one  single  specific  thing 
reaching  from  the  origin  of  the  trouble,  furnishing  motive  for 
the  attitude  of  lawlessness,  through  all  the  circumstances  down 
to  and  inclusive  of  the  final  event,  indicating  intent  to  resist 
the  administration  of  the  law  to  the  extent  of  taking  of  hu- 
man life  and  participation  of  tiie  accused  in  such  intent  In 
the  very  nature  of  things,  Dietz's  name,  his  actions  and  opera- 
tions could  not  properly  have  been  kept  out  of  the  case.  The 
history  of  the  trial  shows  that  the  learned  circuit  court  en- 
deavored to  do  so  up  to  the  closing  of  the  case  to  the  jury, 
and,  generally,  in  that  respect,  erred  in  favor  of  the  accused 
rather  than  against  him. 

Perhaps  it  were  better  that  reference  to  the  shooting  of 
Tracy  had  not  been  made.  There  was  no  evidence  that  Dietz 
did  the  shooting,  or,  if  he  did,  that  the  accused  participated 
therein,  while  if  it  had  any  connection  with  the  particular 
offense,  even  as  an  evidentiary  circumstance,  it  was  quite  re- 
mote. However,  it  was  so  consistent  with  the  general  state 
of  things  which  resulted  in  the  particular  shooting,  that  we 
are  nnable  to  say  that  the  district  attorney  did  not  honestly 
expect,  when  he  referred  to  the  matter,  to  introduce  evidence 
in  respect  thereto,  showing  that  it  was  a  part  of  general  wai> 
fare  in  which  the  accused  was  engaged  and  of  which  the  shootr 
ing  in  question  was  a  part  and  that  it  might  be  held  compe- 
tent, at  least  as  bearing  on  the  intent  with  which  the  firing 
on  the  officers  occurred.  Neither  can  we  say  but  that  the  cir- 
cuit judge  might  reasonably  have  supposed,  at  the  time  he 
ruled  on  the  question,  that,  possibly,  the  circumstances  re- 
VoL.138  — 11 
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ferred  to  might  be  bo  oonnected  with  the  case  as  to  be  entitled 
to  evidentiary  consideration.  No  evidence  was  offered  in  re- 
spect to  the  matter,  which  may  have  been  because,  since  the 
court  evinced  a  determination  in  the  course  of  the  trial  to  ex- 
clude everything,  except  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  the 
shooting,  the  district  attorney  thought  it  would  be  futile  to 
offer  the  evidence.  On  the  whole,  we  are  unable  to  denounce 
the  occurrence  as  involving  harmful  error,  if  error  at  all. 

The  interrogatories,  suggesting  that  the  officers  sent  to  ar- 
rest the  accused  were  resisted,  assaulted,  and  injured  by  him, 
which  the  court  would  not  permit  to  be  answered,  are  very  far 
from  the  rule  in  Buel  v.  State,  104  Wis.  132,  80  K  W.  78, 
condemning  the  asking  of  questions  which  are  clearly  im- 
proper, for  the  evident  purpose  of  creating  prejudice  rather 
than  to  elucidate  the  truth.  It  is  evident  that  the  district 
attorney  supposed  it  was  perfectly  proper  for  him  to  prove 
that  the  conduct  of  the  accused  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  was 
inconsistent  with  innocence,  in  that  he  resisted  the  officers, 
as  on  the  former  occasion,  assaulting  and  injuring  them,  and 
well  the  attorney  might  so  have  thought,  as  it  was  not  only 
his  right  to  make  such  proof,  if  the  facts  warranted  it,  but  it 
was  his  duty  to  do  so,  if  the  evidence  was  at  hand,  or  reason- 
ably obtainable.  Counsel  say  the  questions  were  asked  to 
create  a  false  impression.  How  are  we  to  know  that  ?  The 
witness  was  not  permitted  to  answer.  If  the  questions,  un- 
answered, tended  to  create  a  wrongful  prejudicial  impres- 
sion, counsel  for  the  accused  took  the  method  best  calculated 
to  promote  that  situation.  If  the  truth  were,  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  accused  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  was  consistent 
with  innocence,  the  proper  way  was  for  counsel  to  have  put 
no  obstruction  in  the  way  of  proving  it.  Not  only  was  no 
harmful  error  committed  in  propounding  the  interrogatories, 
but  they  were  perfectly  proper  and  the  ruling  in  favor  of  the 
accused  was  wrong.  Conduct  of  an  accused  person,  evincing 
a  disposition  to  evade  prosecution,  and  especially  when  it 
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goes  to  the  extent  of  forcibly  resisting  arrest,  is  always  con- 
sidered an  incriminating  circumstance  of  more  or  less  weight 
according  to  the  circumstances,  and  proper  to  be  considered 
by  the  jury.     Wharton,  Grim.  Ev.  (9th  ed.)  §  750. 

The  qnestion  asked  of  the  sheriff  of  Sawyer  county  as  to 
whether  "the  country  was  not  in  terror  of  those  men,"  refer- 
ring particularly  to  Dietz  and  his  associate,  perhaps  had  better 
not  have  been  asked,  though  doubtless  counsel  honestly  be- 
lieved it  was  proper  to  show  fully  the  attitude  of  John  Dietz 
and  his  associates  and  the  impression  it  had  created  on  the 
people  of  the  county,  as  bearing  on  the  probable  purpose  of 
their  ambushing  the  party  on  the  occasion  in  question  and  the 
intent  with  which  the  shots  were  fired.  It  is  pretty  hard  to 
draw  an  arbitrary  line  on  evidence  tending  to  establish  a  com- 
bination to  commit  an  offense  or  to  accomplish  a  general  pur- 
pose, in  aid  of  which  a  crime  is  committed,  or  such  a  line,  par- 
ticularly in  such  a  case  as  this,  respecting  circumstances  evi- 
dentiary of  intent  The  learned  circuit  judge,  with  the 
abundance  of  caution  which  characterized  his  conduct  of  the 
trial,  refused  to  allow  the  question  to  be  answered,  but  that 
does  not  even  suggest  that  the  asking  of  it  was  error.  Had 
the  court  ruled  the  other  way  the  field  of  competen<^  is  so 
broad  that  it  is  by  no  means  certain  the  ruling  would  be  con- 
demned. However,  we  repeat,  it  were  better  that  the  ques- 
tion had  not  been  asked  and  the  jury  left  to  infer  the  situa- 
tion, such  as  it  was,  from  evidence  of  circumstances  bearing 
thereon. 

It  was  by  no  means  improper  to  show  that  just  prior  to  the 
occurrence  an  officer  had  visited  Dietz  with  papers  for  his  ar- 
rest and  failed  to  apprehend  him,  and  admonished  him  that 
he' would  probably  be  called  on  by  a  force  sufficient  to  secure 
his  submission.  The  learned  court  waa  overcautious  in  rul- 
ing on  that  in  favor  of  the  accused.  The  fact,  if  it  were  a 
fact,  that  shortly  before  the  occurrence  in  question  the  officers 
of  the  law  were  unable  to  apprehend  Dietz  and  he  was  then 
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informed  that  a  more  eflScient  force  would  be  out  after  him, 
and  he  informed  the  officer,  in  return,  that  the  threatened  new 
force  would  meet  with  efficient  resistance,  were  evidentiary 
circumstances  explaining  the  purpose  of  Dietz  and  his  asso- 
ciate in  ambushing  the  officer©  as  they  did.  It  gives  signifi- 
cance to  the  tactics  of  striking  the  party  in  the  rear,  so  as  to 
]iave  them  at  the  disadvantage  sought  by  an  assassin  of  strik- 
ing his  victim  unseen  and  cutting  off  retreat  as  welL 

The  question  asked,  on  croea-examination,  of  the  witness 
called  as  to  the  character  of  the  accused,  better  not  have  been 
asked  just  as  it  was,  but  like  many  other  questions  of  which 
complaint  is  made,  it  was  not  permitted  to  be  answered,  and 
like  many  of  them  it  was  proper,  in  the  main,  and  might  well 
have  been  modified  so  as  to  remove  any  objectionable  element. 
The  use  of  the  term  "outlaV  was  a  little  harsh,  yet  we  are 
not  prepared  to  say,  in  view  of  the  facts  disclosed,  that  it  was 
entirely  unwarranted.  The  witness,  having  testified  to  the 
reputation  the  accused  had  as  a  peaceable  citizen  in  the  com- 
munity where  he  had  resided  for  five  years  preceding  the 
trial,  and  there  being  evidence  strongly  tending  to  show  that 
the  accused  was  in  fact  an  accomplice  of  John  Dietz  in  crim- 
inally defying  the  law,  it  was  competent  to  ask  the  witness, 
for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  him,  whether  the  accused  was 
not  reputed  to  be  such  an  accomplice,  and  that  was  the  effect 
of  the  question. 

It  were  perhaps  better  that  the  colloquy  which  occurred  re- 
specting the  absence  of  John  Dietz  from  the  trial,  notwith- 
standing the  importance  of  his  presence,  if  the  testimony  of 
the  accused  was  true,  had  been  tempered  a  little  different^  yet 
we  are  unable  to  say  it  was  not  within  the  privilege  of  the 
prosecuting  officer  to  say  what  he  did.  He  was  warranted  in 
arguing  from  the  evidence  that  Dietz  was  what  he  character^ 
ized  him  to  be,  and  that  the  accused  was  his  willing  assistant 
on  the  occasion  in  question,  and  that  the  evidence  which 
pointed  to  one  as  a  criminal  pointed  just  as  certainly  to  the 
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other,  if  not  more;  that  absence  of  the  latter  from  the  trial, 
irnder  such  circumstances  as  to  suggest  contempt  and  defiance 
of  the  law,  was  an  incriminating  circumstance. 

Wo  will  not  further  pursue  the  discussion,  in  much  detail, 
of  the  numerous  matters  we  have  grouped  together.  There 
is  no  harmful  error  discovered  in  any  of  them.  In  general, 
the  district  attorney  showed  commendable  care  not  to  drag 
illegitimate  matters  into  the  case.  We  cannot  see  any  indica- 
tion of  intent  at  any  point  to  merely  create  prejudice  within 
the  calls  of  Bvel  v.  State,  104:  Wis.  132,  80  N.  W.  78.  What- 
ever digressions  there  were  from  the  highest  standard  of  pro- 
priety were  not  harmful,  nor  do  they  merit  any  special  criti- 
cism. They  were  fairly  within  the  broad  privilege  of  the 
attorney,  suggested  in  Fertig  r.  StcUe,  100  Wis.  301,  75  K  W. 
960.  As  r^ards  the  court's  rulings,  the  accused  certainly 
has  no  ground  to  complain,  as  w^  have  seen.  They  were,  in 
the  main,  in  his  favor  when  they  might  well  have  been  other- 
wise, and  whffli  they  were  not  they  were  not  prejudicially 
against  him.  In  the  final  winding  up  of  the  case  by  counsel 
to  the  jury  the  court  was  at  least  excusable  in  allowing  the 
state's  attorney  to  argue  from  the  evidence  that  John  Dietz 
was  an  "anarchist,"  and  "was  behind  the  defense."  As  be- 
fore indicated,  his  connection  with  the  transaction  could  not 
have  been  kept  from  the  jury  rightly  or  at  all.  Neither  could 
the  fact  be  kept  from  them  that  the  acquittal  of  one  was  highly 
important  to  the  other,  and  that  the  latter's  friends  were  in- 
terested in  and  prominent  in  the  former's  defense. 

The  court  properly  refused  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  if  the  accused  was  guilty  of  any  offense  at  all 
it  was  of  a  higher  grade  than  assault  and  battery.  True, 
under  a  charge  of  assault  with  any  specific  intent,  the  latter 
clement  and  the  former  combined,  making  an  offense  of  a 
higher  degree  than  the  element  of  assault  alone,  there  may  be 
a  conviction  of  the  lesser  offense  only,  if  such  only  is  the  grade 
of  guilt,  in  the  judgment  of  the  jury,  beyond  a  reasonable 
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doubt  That  is  elementary.  The  circuit  court  doubtless  ap- 
preciated that  and  declined  to  charge  the  jury  as  ^equest(^d, 
because  in  its  judgment^  in  no  reasonable  view  of  the  evi- 
dence, was  the  accused  guilty  only  of  assault  and  battery,  or 
simple  assault,  if  he  participated  in  the  shooting,  as  claimed 
by  the  numerous  witnesses,  and  without  contradiction,  except 
by  the  evidence  of  the  accused  that  he  was  not  at  the  scene  of 
the  shooting,  which  the  jury,  of  course,  disbelieved  and  were 
well  warranted  in  so  doing. 

In  determining  whether  an  instruction  as  to  any  lower  de- 
gree of  criminal  offense,  included  within  the  one  dbarged, 
fcliould  be  given  to  the  jury,  the  question  is  not  solved  by  deter- 
mining that  the  major  includes  the  minor  offense.  Juries 
have  no  discretion  in  such  cases.  They  cannot  rightly  con- 
vict of  the  lesser  offense  merely  from  sympathy  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reaching  an  agreement  Conviction  of  the  lesser  de- 
gree must  rest  on  evidence  establishing  the  facta  in  that  re- 
gard, and  failing  to  establish  the  facts  incident  to  a  higher 
degree.  So  there  must  be  the  lesser  offense  included  within 
the  greater  and  there  must  be  some  reasonable  ground  on  the 
evidence,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  for  a  conviction  of  the 
former  and  not  of  the  latter.  Hempton  v.  State,  111  Wis. 
127, 130,  86  K  W.  6dG;Duthey  v.  State,  131  Wis.  178, 182^ 
111  N.  W.  222 ;  Montgomery  v.  State,  128  Wis.  183,  197^ 
107  N.  W.  14;  State  v.  McPhail,  39  Wash.  199,  205,  81  Pac. 
083;  State  v.  Bailey,  31  Wash.  89,  71  Pac.  715;  State  v. 
^Yood,  124  Mo.  412,  27  S.  W.  1114.  The  law  in  this  respect 
is  well  indicated  by  this  language  of  the  court  in  Staie  v. 
Wood,  supra: 

"There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  calling  for  an  instmc- 
tion  on  the  louver  grade  for  an  assault  to  kill  .  .  .  and  imder 
such  circumstances  the  court  should  not  invite  the  jury  to  find 
for  a  lower  firrado  than  is  made  by  the  evidence." 

We  do  not  consider  the  assault,  testified  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  Giauque  some  moments  after  the  shooting  ceased 


16]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  167 

Weisenbach  v.  State,  138  Wis.  152. 

and  the  offense  the  accused  was  charged  with  having  partici- 
pated in  was  fully  consununated,  was  included  in  such  charga 
It  was  near  to  and  closely  connected  with  the  shooting,  yet 
was  sufficiently  separate  therefrom  as  not,  properly  speaking, 
to  be  considered  as  induded  therein. 

Under  all  the  circumstances,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that>  conceding  the  accused  was  at  the  shooting  and  partici- 
pated therein,  as  the  jury  found  were  the  facts,  there  was  no 
reasonable  escape  from  the  conclusion  that  his  act  was  more 
than  mere  assault  and  battery.  So  the  requested  chaige  was 
properly  rejected.  If  the  evidence  would  have  warranted 
conviction  of  any  offense  within  the  whole  charge  less  than  the 
whole  but  greater  than  assault  and  battery,  failure  to  submit 
it  was  not  harmful  in  a  legal  sense,  because  not  requested. 
Cupps  V.  State,  120  Wis.  504,  522,  623,  97  K  W.  210,  98 
N.  W.  546.  Moreover,  in  such  a  case  instruction  requiring 
conviction  of  the  higher  grade,  or  acquittal,  is  rather  favoi^ 
able  than  harmful  to  the  accused.  Fertig  v.  State,  100  Wis. 
301,  75  K  W.  960 ;  Diclcerson  v.  State,  48  Wis.  288,  4  K  W. 
321 ;  ^Vinn  v.  State,  82  Wis.  571,  62  N.  W.  775 ;  Odette  v. 
State,  90  Wis.  258,  62  N.  W.  1054. 

There  has  been  no  purpose  in  later  years  to  displace  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Dicherson  v.  Stale,  supra,  and  upon  due 
consideration  and  recognition  of  its  want  of  harmony  with 
some  authorities  elsewhere,  in  Winn  v.  State,  82  Wis.  571,  52 
K.  W.  775,  declared  to  be  perfectly  logical  and  too  well 
grounded  in  our  jurisprudence  to  be  doubted.  It  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  rule  in  Hempton  v.  State,  supra,  and  sim- 
ilar cases.  In  the  Hempton  Case  the  particular  rule  was  rec- 
ognized and  affirmed.  In  the  whole,  the  rule  in  homicide 
cases  is  that  the  better  practice  is  for  the  trial  judge  to  care- 
fully scrutinize  the  evidence  with  the  greatest  care,  view  it 
in  the  most  favorable  light  it  will  reasonably  admit  of  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  accused,  and,  whether  requested  or  not, 
submit  the  case  to  the  jury  on  every  phase  of  criminal  homi- 
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cide  to  which  such  evidence  reasonably  applies.  Failure  to 
submit  on  any  such  phase,  if  properly  requested  to  do  so,  is 
harmful  error,  but  failure,  in  case  of  there  being  no  such  re- 
quest^ is  not  harmful  error.  Moreover,  such  failure,  without 
such  request,  characterized  by  explicit  instructions  that  unless 
the  accused  is  believed  from  the  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  to  be  guilty  of  the  higher  degree  he  should  be  acquit- 
ted,— if  error  at  all,  is  error  favorable  to  the  accused. 

Complaint  is  made  because  the  court  refused  to  instruct  the 
jury  as  to  the  bearing  of  want  of  motive.  The  request  was 
to  the  effect  that  want  of  motive  for  a  person  to  have  conunit- 
ted  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged  is  a  circumstance  to 
be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connection  with  all  other  evi- 
dence in  determining  the  issue  respecting  such  charge.  That 
is  correct  in  the  abstract.  But  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  court 
to  submit  to  a  jury  a  requested  instruction  merely  because  it 
states  a  correct  rule  of  law.  Does  the  case  on  the  evidence 
reasonably  require  the  instruction?  That  is  the  principal 
question,  and  unless  the  affirmative  is  true,  rejection  of  the 
request  is  proper.  Here  tlie  court,  doubtless,  thought  such 
an  instruction  could  not  reasonably  cut  any  figure,  since  it 
could  not  have  any  perceptible  effect  on  the  question  of 
whether  the  accused  was  present  at  the  shooting  or  not,  and 
if  he  were  then  the  motive  for  what  occurred  is  so  manifest 
that  the  jury  could  not  reasonably  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
there  was  none.  Proof  of  motive  is  not  indispensable  to  es- 
tablish a  criminal  offense.  Absolute  want  of  motive  does  not 
neoessirily  raise  or  leave  in  connection  with  the  legal  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  guilt,  since 
the  crime,  including  the  essentials  of  guilt,  may  be  inferred 
from  the  act  itself  and  consequences,  if  they  are  the  natural 
and  probable  effect  of  the  act.  Cupps  i\  State,  supra;  Pointer 
V,  U,  S.  151  U.  S.  896,  14  Sup.  Ct.  410;  Clifton  v.  State,  73 
Ala.  473 ;  McLain  v.  Comm.  99  Pa,  St.  86,  99.  In  doubtful 
cases  the  evidentiary  effect  of  want  of  motive  may  be  of  much 
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and  perhaps  oontroUing  significance,  and  an  instanietion  in  re- 
spect thereto  ought  always  to  be  given,  and  refusal  to  give  it 
upon  proper  request  would  be  harmful  error ;  but  where  the 
evidence  is  such  that  motive  is  perfectly  apparent  to  any  one 
of  common  sense,  or  the  offense  is  established  with  requisite 
clearness  and  the  connection  of  the  accused  therewith  as  well 
by  direct  and  positive  evidence,  an  instruction  on  the  subject 
of  motive  may  or  may  not  be  given  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

The  requested  instruction  that  a  mere  formal  charge  of, 
and  placing  one  on  trial  for,  a  criminal  offense  is  not  evidence 
of  guilt,  was  amply  covered  by  the  plain  and  full  charge  as 
to  the  presumption  of  innocence. 

A  requested  instruction  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  and  the 
d^ree  of  certainty  of  guilt  to  warrant  a  conviction,  was  suflS- 
dently  covered  in  the  general  charge,  and  the  same  is  true  as 
to  several  other  requests  which  need  not  be  referred  to  in 
detail. 

A  request  was  made  to  instruct  the  jury  to  the  effect  that, 
in  order  to  warrant  a  conviction,  it  is  necessary  for  the  state 
to  prove  by  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  de- 
fendant maliciously  and  deliberately  formed  an  intent  to  kill 
**one  or  more  persons  named  in  the  information  and  that  he 
with  such  deliberately  formed  intention"  attwnpted  to  effectu- 
ate it  So  far  as  that  states  good  law  it  was  included  in  the 
general  charge.  It  was  properly  rejected  for  the  iteration 
and  reiteration  of  the  words  "deliberately  formed  intention," 
which  are  not  used  in  our  statutory  offense  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  instead  of  the  words  "premeditated  design," 
which  are  so  used.  Cupps  v.  State,  120  Wis.  504,  97  K  W. 
210,  98  K  W.  646. 

Complaint  is  made  because  the  court  said  to  the  jury :  "You 
are  instructed  that  a  man  is  presumed  to  intend  the  natural, 
probable,  and  usual  consequences  of  his  act."  That  is  about 
as  familiar  a  principle  of  law  as  we  have.     Cupps  v.  State, 
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supra;  Clifford  v.  State,  68  Wis.  477,  17  K  W.  304.  It  i& 
not  conclusive  and  was  not  so  given  to  the  jury.  In  close 
connection  therewith  the  jury  were  carefully  instructed  on  the 
subject  of  reasonable  doubt  and  the  legal  presumption  of  in- 
nocence and  were,  in  substance,  told  that,  viewing  the  whole 
situation  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  unless  they  reached  a 
conclusion  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  accused  fired 
upon  the  party  with  a  design  to  take  human  life,  or  his  asso- 
ciate so  fired  with  such  intent  with  the  knowledge  and  partici- 
pation of  the  accused  in  his  criminal  act  and  purpose,  they 
should  acquit  him.  So  the  presumption  from  the  act  of 
shooting  was  given  only  its  legitimate  evidentiary  effect,  an 
effect  rebuttable  by  other  presumptions  and  circumstances, 
direct  and  circumstantial. 

Had  the  instruction  complained  of  been  given  in  such  a 
way  as  to  lead  the  jury,  reasonably,  to  believe  that  the  act  and 
purpose  of  shooting  with  the  natural  and  probable  result  to 
destroy  human  life,  necessarily,  established,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  the  essentials  of  intent  to  commit  the  crime  of  murder ; 
that  the  intent  was  not  a  fact  in  controversy  to  be  established 
by  evidence,  the  same  as  the  act  alleged  to  have  been  charac- 
terized by  the  intent, — the  situation  would  be  different  So 
the  contention  supported  by  numerous  authorities  that  the  spe- 
cific design  to  take  human  life  must  be  established  by  evidence 
and  not  left  to  depend  upon  a  presumption  of  law,  is  beside 
the  case.  True,  it  is  to  be  so  established,  but  the  natural  in- 
ference of  fact  arising  from  the  act  is  evidence  of  the  purpose 
thereof,  to  be  considered  with  all  other  evidence  bearing  on 
the  question,  and  in  no  other  sense  was  the  instruction  given. 

The  contention  of  counsel  that  the  principle  embodied  in 
the  instruction  has  no  application  except  in  case  of  the 
natural  and  probable  consequences  actually  occurring,  whicli 
has  support  in  State  v.  Dolan,  17  Wash.  499,  50  Pae.  472,  is 
illogical   in   the   extreme.     True,    effectuation    of   the    act 
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Leiglitens  the  force  of  the  inferenoe,  but  is  not  indispensable 
to  its  existence,  from  the  very  reason  of  the  rule.  The  infer- 
ence arises  from  the  element  of  "natural  and  probable/' 
though  the  result  which  ought  reasonably  to  have  been  fore- 
seen as  probable,  may  not  have  happened  because  of  some  cir- 
cumstance perfectly  consistent  with  the  purpose  that  it  should 
happen.  To  illustrate,  suppose  the  accused  fired  twice,  di- 
recting his  aim  first  to  one  of  the  party  attacked  and  with  fatal 
result,  and  second  to  another  without  such  result,  could  there 
be  any  doubt  but  that  the  inference  of  intent  would  arise  in 
the  latter  as  well  as  in  the  former  instance?  The  doctrine 
laid  down  by  the  Washington  court  is  quite  novel.  An  ex- 
amination of  the  authorities  relied  on  shows  that  they  were, 
as  it  seems,  misapprehended.  In  a  later  case,  State  v.  Ro- 
mano, 41  Wash.  241,  83  Pac  1,  where  the  consequence  wa^ 
not  death,  the  instruction  condemned  in  State  v.  Dolan,  supra,. 
was  approved,  while  not  applied,  and  a  not  very  successful 
attempt  was  made  to  distinguish  the  two  cases.  The  former 
was  substantially  overruled.  A  concurring  opinion  went 
upon  the  ground  that  the  early  rule  was  bad  law.  The  false 
logic  of  it  was  aptly  illustrated  by  Justice  Rudkin,  saying : 
"I  think  the  portion  of  the  charge  excepted  to  is  a  correct 
statement  of  a  familiar  principle  of  law,  and  is  applicable  in 
every  case  where  the  question  of  intent  is  involved."  Citing 
Comm.  V.  Webster,  5  Cush.  295 ;  Allen  v.  U.  S.  164  U.  S. 
492,  17  Sup.  Ct  154;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  18,  and  other  authori- 
ties. Referring  to  the  logic  of  his  brethren,  who  omitting  to 
profit,  as  it  appears,  by  the  opportunity  to  return  to  a  correct 
rule,  resorted  to  the  doubtful  method  of  distinguishing  be- 
tween situations  where  there  is  no  substantial  difference,  he 
said :  *T[  do  not  care  to  indulge  in  any  such  refinements,  but 
vote  for  affirmance  on  the  broad  ground  that  the  instruction 
i^xcepted  to  embodies  a  correct  statement  of  the  law  as  to  any 
and  all  of  the  crimes  charged.^' 
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Some  other  criticisms  of  the  charge  are  made,  but  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  court  that  they  are  not  of  sufficient  merit  to 
warrant  more  than  this  incidental  mention. 

This  closes  a  review  of  all  errors  assigned  with  as  much  de- 
tail as  seems  required.  Some  matters  have  not  been  men- 
tioned at  all  and  others  only  in  a  general  or  incidental  way, 
but  all  have  received  the  study  which  the  importance  of  the 
case  would  seem  to  demand.  The  case  was  ably  tried  by  the 
court  and  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  and,  in  our  opinion,  jus- 
tice has  been  vindicated.  The  case  developed  a  most  aston- 
ishing situation,  respecting  successful  defiance  of  the  lawful 
authority  of  the  state,  which  fully  warranted  the  learned  trial 
judge  in  strongly  characterizing  the  accused  and  his  confed- 
erate at  the  time  of  passing  sentence  as  guilty,  in  addition 
to  the  offense  charged,  of  a  highhanded  defiance  of  the  law  of 
the  land  equivalent  to  open  war  with  duly  constituted  authoi> 
ity.  That  does  not,  as  we  view  it,  evidence  prejudice  on  the 
part  of  the  learned  judge,  and  give  color  to  the  conduct  of  the 
trial  as  prejudicial  to  the  accused.  It  was  a  deliberate  judi- 
cial expression  on  the  case  as  it  appeared  when  ready  for  judg- 
ment, given  after  restraint,  upon  j>ersonal  views,  which  had 
been  very  marked  in  favor  of  the  accused,  and  when  such  re- 
straint not  only  was  no  longer  necessary,  but  the  situation  of 
having  successfully  defied  the  law/  as  appeared  to  the  judge, 
could  properly  be  pictured  as  a  preface  to  the  sentence  to  be 
passed,  and  a  subject  for  reflection  to  any  one  concerned. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Stats  sx  bel.  Bosenheik  vs.  Freab,  Secretary  of  State,  and 

another. 

February  fSi— February  2\,  1909, 

Supreme  court:  Original  furisdicHon:  Taxpayef*B  action:  Jtentrainr 
ing  illegal  disbursement  of  state  moneys:  Consiitutionaliiy  of 
statute,  when  not  determined:  Powers  of  state  legislature:  In- 
vestigations: Incurring  of  expenses:  Creating  "debtf*  Public 
purpose:  Judicial  tribunal:  Primary  election  law. 

1.  The  supreme  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  original  Jurisdiction, 

may  entertain  an  equitable  action  to  prevent  the  secretary  of 
state  and  state  treasurer  from  disbursing  state  moneys  for 
illegitimate  purposes;  and  such  action  may  be  initiated  by  a 
taxpayer  if  the  attorney  general  refuses  to  act. 

2.  The  constitutionality  of  a  legislative  act  will  not  be  considered 

by  the  court  unless  a  decision  in  respect  thereto  is  essential 
to  the  determination  of  some  controversy  calling  for  Judicial 
solution. 

8.  The  legislature  has  a  broad  discretionary  power  to  investlg^ate 
any  subject  as  to  which  it  desires  information  in  aid  of  the 
proper  performance  of  its  legislative  function  or  of  any  other 
act  delegated  to  It  by  tho  fundamental  law,  state  or  national; 
and  to  that  end  may  proceed  by  a  duly  authorized  committee 
of  one  or  both  houses,  and  may  incur  reasonably  necessary  ex- 
penses, payable  out  of  the  public  funds. 

4.  The  workings  of  the  primary  election  law  for  the  selection  of 
party  candidates  for  the  office  of  United  States  senator,  includ- 
ing the  conduct,  legitimate  or  illegitimate,  of  persons  voted  for 
or  voting  at  such  election,  as  bearing  on  the  policy  of  retaining 
or  amending  the  law  or  the  advisory  force  of  its  result  in  the 
given  case,  is  a  proper  subject  for  legislative  inquiry,  whether 
the  law  is  valid  or  not. 
[5.  Whether  the  primary  election  law  (sees.  11 — 1  to  11 — 28,  Stats.) 
80  affects  the  discretion  of  members  of  the  legislature,  under 
the  federal  constitution,  respecting  the  election  of  United 
States  senators  as  to  be  invalid,  and  whether  it  infringes  the 
right  of  public  assembly  and  consultation  for  the  public  good, 
guaranteed  by  sec.  4,  art.  I,  of  the  state  constitution,  not  de- 
termined.] 

6.  A  legislative  inquiry  broad  enough  to  embrace  the  policy  of  pri- 
mary election  laws  in  general  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  mere 
attempt  to  administer  a  void  law,  even  though  the  particular 
statute  whose  workings  are  to  be  investigated  may  be  void. 
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7.  A  resolution  providing  for  a  legislative  investigation  in  aid  of 

ordinary  legislative  business  does  not  create  a  "debt"  within  the 
meaning  of  sec.  8,  art  VIII,  Const,  relating  to  the  passage  of 
any  law  creating  a  state  debt. 

8.  A  statute  providing  that  the  expense  accounts  of  a  legislative 

investigation  shall  be  audited  by  the  secretary  of  state  upon 
the  certificate  of  the  chairman  of  the  investigating  committee 
stating  the  facts,  does  not  confer  any  auditing  authority  upon 
such  chairman  or  violate  sec.  2,  art.  VI,  Const.,  making  the  sec- 
retary of  state  the  state  auditor. 

9.  A  legislative  investigation  Instituted  for  the  purpose  of  securing 

Information  for  legislative  guidance  Is  within  the  domain  of 
public  purpose  and  general  interest  as  distinguished  from  pri- 
vate purpose  and  from  a  mere  political  party  purpose  and  in- 
terest, even  though  it  may  have  political  aspects  and  be  domi- 
nated by  members  of  one  political  party. 
10.  A  legislative  investigating  committee  charged  with  the  duty  of 
gathering  and  reporting  information  for  legislative  guidance 
Is  not  a  Judicial  tribunal  within  the  meaning  of  sec  2,  art  VII, 
Const 


Petition  by  a  taxpayer  to  commence  an  action  in  this 
court  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  payment  of  expenses  out 
of  the  state  treasury  incurred,  or  that  may  be  incurred,  by  a 
joint  committee  of  the  legislature,  under  a  resolution  clothing 
such  committee  with  authority  to  investigate  the  maimer  in 
which  the  primary  election  of  party  candidates  for  the  office 
of  United  States  senator  to  be  chosen  by  the  legislature  of 
1909  was  conducted,  and  any  alleged  improper  conduct  of 
candidates  voted  for  at  such  election,  and  to  report  the  evi* 
dence  taken  and  the  committee  findings.  The  application 
was  heard  on  the  relator's  petition  and  the  proposed  bill  of 
complaint,  and  upon  notice  to  the  secretary  of  state,  the  state 
treasurer,  and  the  attorney  general,  and  the  matter  was  pre- 
sented at  the  bar  of  the  court  by  C.  F.  Lamb  and  Hon.  J, 
Elmer  Lehr,  attorneys  for  the  relator,  and  the  deputy  attor- 
ney general  for  the  defendants. 

In  addition  to  the  matters,  in  due  form  pleaded,  showing 
legal  capacity  to  sue  and  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  case, 
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conditioned  upon  grounds  sufficient  to  warrant  the  r-^Hef 
prayed  for  appearing  in  the  bill,  the  following  claims  are  ap- 
propriately set  forth  in  such  bill  as  satisfying  the  call  for  such 
grounds : 

(1)  The  primary  election  law,  as  regards  the  nomination 
of  party  candidates  for  the  office  of  United  States  senator, 
violates  several  clauses  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  particularly  sec.  3,  art  I,  requiring  United  States 
senators  to  be  elected  by  state  legislatures,  and  that  such  pri- 
mary election  law,  in  its  purpose  and  effect,  takes  from  the 
state  legislature  the  absolute  discretion  in  respect  to  such  elec- 
tions lodged  in  the  members  thereof  by  the  fundamental  law. 

(2)  The  resolution  forming  the  sole  basis  for  the  proposed 
-expenditures  is  void,  because  thereby  it  is  proposed  to  incur 
state  indebtedness  in  the  administratioli  of  an  unconstitu- 
tional primary  election  law. 

(3)  The  said  resolution  is  in  contravention  of  the  state  con- 
stitution (sec.  8,  art  VIII),  in  that  it  purports  to  create  a 
state  debtj  and  the  question  upon  its  passage  was  not  taken  by 
yeas  and  nays  entered  upon  the  journal  of  the  assembly,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  three  fifths  of  the  members  elect  of 
such  assembly  were  present  at  the  time  the  question  was  taken. 

(4)*  The  act  to  provide  for  payment  of  the  proposed  ex- 
penditures confers  auditing  power,  as  to  the  committee  ao- 
-oounts,  on  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  requires  lie 
-secretaiy  of  state  to  formally  audit  such  accounts  upon  such 
chairman's  certification  of  their  correctness,  contrary  to  sea 
2,  art.  VI,  of  the  state  constitution. 

(6)  The  resolution  attempts  to  authorize  expenditure  of 
public  money  for  private  purposes  contrary  to  constitutional 
limitations  in  respect  to  that  subject. 

(6)  The  resolution  purports  to  authorize  expenditure  of 
public  money  in  support  of  an  illegitimate  judicial  tribunal, 
<jontrary  to  sec.  2,  art  VII,  of  the  state  constitution. 

(7)  If  any  reason  ever  existed  for  the  proposed  expendi- 
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ture  of  public  money,  it  ceased  to  exist  before  the  investiga- 
tion was  authorized. 

(8)  The  resolution,  in  effect,  calls  for  the  use  of  publio 
money  for  political  party  purposes. 

(9)  The  primary  election  law  violates  sec.  4,  art  I,  of  the 
state  constitution,  guaranteeing  the  right  of  public  assembly 
and  consultation  for  the  public  good. 

C  F.  Lamb  and  J.  E.  Lehr,  for  the  relator. 
Russell  Jackson,  deputy  attorney  general,  for  the  respond- 
ent 


Per  Cubiam.  The  foregoing  covers  all  matters  of  any^ 
possible  mome:nt  stated  in  the  bill.  The  court  takes  the  ap- 
plication for  leave  to  use  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  court,, 
deciding  the  preliminary  question  of  judicial  power,  and 
passing  beyond  that^  further  matters  being  regularly  reached, 
to  and  deciding  the  question  of  propriety  of  granting  the  ap- 
plication, resting  the  result  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  bill  in  all 
respects  as  if  it  were  challenged  upon  general  demurrer. 

The  court  is  of  the  opinion : 

First.  If  the  secretary  of  state  and  state  treasurer  were 
about  to  take  such  action  as  to  disburse  state  moneys  for  il- 
legitimate purposes,  it  would  be  within  the  competency  of 
this  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  original  jurisdiction,  to  en- 
tertain an  equitable  action  to  prevent  it  on  the  initiative  of 
a  taxpayer,  the  attorney  general  refusing,  on  proper  request, 
to  act  in  the  matter. 

Second,  Sound  judicial  policy  precludes  the  court  from 
considering  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  a  legisla- 
tive act  unless  a  decision  respecting  its  validity  is  essential  to- 
the  determination  of  some  controversy  calling  for  judicial 
solution. 

Third.  The  legislature  has  very  broad  discretionary  power 
to  investigate  any  subject  respecting  which  it  may  desire  in- 
formation in  aid  of  the  proper  discharge  of  its  function  to- 
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make  or  unmake  written  laws,  or  perform  any  other  act  dele- 
gated to  it  by  the  fundamental  law,  state  or  national,  and  to 
proceed,  with  that  end  in  view,  by  a  duly  authorized  commit- 
tee of  one  or  both  brandbes  of  the  legislature  and  to  incur  rea- 
sonably necessary  eocpenses,  payable  out  of  the  public  funds. 

Fourth.  The  workings  of  the  primary  election  law  for  the 
selection  of  party  candidates  for  the  office  of  United  States 
senator,  including  the  conduct,  legitimate  or  illegitimate,  of 
persons  voted  for,  or  voting  at  such  election,  as  bearing  on  the 
policy  of  retaining  or  amending  sucii  law  or  the  advisory  force 
of  its  result  in  the  given  case,  is  a  proper  subject  for  legisla- 
tive inquiry  independently  of  whether  the  law  is  valid  or  not. 
Such  expenditure  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  incurred  in.tlie  ad- 
ministration of  an  unconstitutional  law. 

Fifth.  The  result  of  the  second  and  fourth  points  in  this 
opinion  is  that  no  emergency  is  now  presented  requiring  the 
court  to  determine  whether  the  primary  election  law  so  af- 
fects the  absolute  discretion  conceded  by  counsel  to  have  been 
lodged  with  the  members  of  the  legislature  by  the  national  con- 
stitution respecting  the  election  of  United  States  senators  as 
to  be  invalid,  and  therefore  the  court  leaves  such  question  un- 
determined and  without  intending  to  cast  any  doubt  whatever 
upon  the  validity  of  the  law.  The  same  is  true  as  to  whether 
the  law  infracts  the  right  of  public  assembly  and  consultation 
for  the  public  good  guaranteed  by  sea  4,  art  I,  of  the  state 
constitution. 

Sixth.  In  any  event,  the  resolution  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
mere  attempt  to  administer  a  void  law,  because  it  is  broad 
enough  to  cover  the  field  of  legislative  inquiry  respecting  the 
policy  of  such  laws,  regardless  of  whether  the  particular  one 
is  valid  or  not 

Seventh.  A  legislative  investigation  duly  authorized  in  the 

course  and  in  aid  of  ordinary  legislative  business  does  not 

create  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  8,  art.  VIII,  of  the 

state  constitution,  requiring,  upon  the  passage  of  any  law  cre- 

VoL.  138  —  12 
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ating  a  state  debt,  the  question  to  be  taken  by  yeas  and  nays, 
three  fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  the  house  in  which 
the  talcing  occurs  being  present,  and  the  vote. to  be  entered 
upon  the  journal.  The  term  "debt"  as  used  in  such  section 
refers  to  matters  of  the  sort  mentioned  in  the  preceding  sea  6, 
not  to  mere  ordinary  legislative  expenses. 

Eighth.  The  act  appropriating  money  to  defray  the  ex- 
penses of  the  investigation  does  not  violate  sec  2,  art  VI,  of 
the  constitution,  making  the  secretary  of  state  the  state  au- 
ditor, because  it  requires  the  expense  accounts  to  be  audited 
as  provided  by  sea  127,  Stats.  (1898),  which "  provides  for 
the  auditing  of  like  expenses  by  the  secretary  on  a  certificate 
of  the  chairman  of  the  committee  of  the  facts  to  which  the 
legislative  fee  bill  is  to  be  applied  in  the  given  case.  No  au- 
diting authority,  strictly  so  called,  is  thus  conferred  upon  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Ninth.  The  purpose  of  the  investigation  being  to  obtain  in- 
formation for  legislative  guidance,  it  is  public,  not  private. 

Tenth.  A  legislative  investigating  committee  charged  with 
the  duty  of  gathering  and  reporting  information  for  legisla- 
tive guidance  is  not  a  judicial  tribunal  within  the  naeaning 
of  the  constitution. 

Eleventh.  A  legislative  investigation,  regularly  instituted, 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  information  for  legislative  guid- 
ance, is  within  the  domain  of  public  purpose  and  general  in- 
terest, as  distinguished  from  a  mere  political  party  purpose 
and  interest,  though  it  may  have  political  aspects  and  be  dom- 
inated by  members  of  one  political  party. 

The  foregoing  covers  all  matters  of  moment  suggested  by 
the  bill,  and  the  result  is  that  such  bill  does  not  state  facts 
suflBcient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  for  the  interference 
soucrht,  and  therefore  tlie  application  must  be  denied. 

The  application  is  denied. 
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Will  op  MoNauohton  :  Fkamb,  Executor,  and  another,  Ap- 
pellants, vs.  Plumb  and  another,  by  guardian  ad  litem, 
RespondentSL 

Fbame,  Executor,  and  another,  Respondents,  vs.  Plumb,  by 
guardian  ad  litem,  imp.,  Appellant 

Novemher  It,  1908— March  P,  1909, 

(1)  Witnesiea:  Competency:  Transactions  toith  persons  since  de- 
ceased: Officers  of  corporations.  (2-4)  Constitutional  lato: 
Tested  rights:  Remedies:  Change  in  rules  of  evidence,  (5)  Ap- 
peal: Affirmance:  Majority  not  concurring  as  to  error.  (21)  Re- 
hearing: Inaccuracies.  (6-20)  Trusts:  Expenses  of  litigation, 
from  what  funds  payal>le:  Ouardtans  ad  litem:  Compensation: 
Necessary  expenditures:  Estates  of  decedents.  (22)  Corpora- 
tions: Officers:  Effect  of  resignation. 

1.  Ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907,  respecting  the  competency  of  officers  of  a 
corporation  to  testify,  deals  with  the  status  when  the  person  is 
oftered  as  a  witness. 

1  One  cannot  acquire  a  vested  right  in  a  judicial  remedy  unless  it 
is  of  the  contract  so  that  an  invasion  of  the  remedy  necessarily 
impairs  the  property  right 

8.  The  exception  noted  does  not  apply  to  a  mere  rule  of  evidence 
which  leaves  other  rules,  ample  to  establish  the  remedial  right 
by  competent  witnesses. 

4.  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  evidence 
as  by  ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907,  applicable  to  transactions  which 
happened  prior  to  the  enactment,  but  incompetency  of  a  witness 
resulting  may  be  avoided  by  removal  of  the  condition  upon 
which  it  is  based  before  the  person  afCected  is  offered  as  a  wit- 
ness. 

6.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment,  unless  there  is  a  concurrence  of  a 

majority  of  the  participating  justices  in  support  of  at  least  one 
material  ground  of  error,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed  of 
necessity. 
1  Generally  speaking,  it  is  improper  for  a  court  to  adjudge  or  order 
paid  out  of  trust  funds  the  expenses  of  litigation  of  a  defeated 
party  respecting  such  fund  except  to  the  extent  of  his  interest 
in  the  fund. 

7.  In  general,  representatives  of  owners  of  a  trust  fund  have  no 

authority  to  stipulate  away  the  subject  of  the  trust  in  payment 
of  costs  and  expenses  of  litigation  respecting  the  fund,  and  any 
such  stipulation  should  not  be  recognized  by  the  court  as  a 
basis  for  an  order  or  judgment 
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8.  Without  plain  legislative  authority  a  trust  fund  should  not,  in 

any  case,  be  depleted  to  pay  the  expenses  of  litigation  in  re- 
spect thereto  of  a  person  who  has  no  interest  therein. 

9.  The  legislature  may  make  reasonable  regulations  for  compensat- 

ing out  of  a  trust  fund  a  representative,  such  as  a  guardian 
ad  litem  of  an  infant,  required  to  be  made  a  party  to  litigation, 
for  his  services  and  necessary  expenditures,  regardless ,  of 
whether  the  infant  has  any  interest  in  such  fund. 

10.  In  judicial  proceedings  to  settle  an  estate,  infant  parties  must  be 

represented  by  guardians  ad  litem',  regardless  of  any  statute; 
moreover,  the  court  rules  require  it 

11.  A  proceeding  to  settle  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  is  in  the 

nature  of  an  action  in  rem,  and  all  parties  interested  in  order 
to  be  bound  are  required  to  be  made  parties. 

12.  In  such  proceedings  adult  persons  are  interested  in  having  in- 

fant parties  properly  represented,  as  without  that  such  adults 
could  not  safely  possess  themselves  of  the  fund  whether  it  be- 
longed to  them  or  not,  hence  the  basis  for  depleting  the  fund 
to  pay  the  expenses  of  such  representatives  regardless  of  whether 
the  wards  have  any  interest  in  the  fund. 

13.  Compensation  for  services  of  a  judicial  assistant,  such  as  a  guard- 

ian ad  litem,  in  the  conservation  of  a  trust  fund,  should  be 
limited  to  the  reasonable  value  of  somewhat  similar  services 
in  official  life. 

14.  The  rules  before  stated  having  been  well  established  prior  to  the 

enactment  of  ch.  267,  Laws  of  1907,  it  is  presumed  the  legisla- 
ture intended  the  measure  of  compensation  to  be  the  one  estab- 
lished by  judicial  policy. 

15.  The  law  referred  to  leaves  the  court  broad  discretion  as  to 

whether  to  allow  compensation  or  not  and  the  amount  gauged 
by  the  judicial  rule. 

16.  The  provision  to  the  effect  that  the  allowance  must  be  fixed  by 

the  court  in  which  the  litigation  is  had  is  a  limitation  of  au- 
thority. 

17.  A  judgment  against  the  ward  for  costs  is  not  a  liability  of  the 

guardian  ad  litem.  Payment  thereof  by  him  is  not,  under  ordi- 
nary circumstances,  to  be  recognized  as  a  necessary  expenditure 
of  his. 

18.  The  words  "payment  can  be  directed  by  the  court"  limit  the 

right  of  direction  to  property  in  custodia  legia,  leaving  the  bal- 
ance, if  any,  allowed,  collectible  out  of  the  property  of  the  ward 
as  his  debt. 

19.  The  allowance  is  not  required  to  be  taxed  after  the  manner  of 

taxing  costs.  It  may  be  fixed  in  any  way  within  judicial  dis- 
cretion. 
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20.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  allowance  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  he 

does  not  represent  the  ward.    Whether  in  such  cases  the  ward 
should  be  represented  or  left  wholly  to  be  protected  by  the  court 
without  assistance,  not  decided. 
[Syllabus  by  Mabshaix,  J.] 

On  motion  for  rehearing: 

21.  Inaccuracy  in  statements  of  fact  In  an  opinion  by  this  court  Is 

not  ground  for  a  rehearing  where  it  did  not  afFect  the  result. 

22.  Even  where  the  charter  of  a  corporation  provides  that  its  offi- 

cers shall  hold  until  their  successors  are  elected  and  quallfled, 
or  appointed  and  qualified,  the  resignation  of  an  officer  without 
any  acceptance  thereof  vacates  the  office  for  all  general  pur- 
poses unless  acceptance  is  specially  required  by  the  charter. 

Appeajjs  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wauke- 
sha county:  Mabtiit  L.  Lueck,  Circuit  Judge.  Modified 
end  affirmed. 

Cross-appeals  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  on  ap- 
peal from  the  county  court  of  said  county  admitting  to  pro- 
bate an  instrument  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  Elizabeth  McNaughton, 

Proceedings  to  establish  the  will  were  instituted  in  such 
county  court  October  2, 1906.  Therein  Ina  Jane  Plumb  and 
John  Clyde  Plumb,  minors  and  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  de- 
ceased, represented  by  their  guardian  ad  litem,  P,  8,  TuUar, 
an  attorney  at  law,  contested  the  will  upon  the  ground  that  the 
testatrix  at  the  time  of  its  execution  was  not  of  testamentary 
capacity  and  that  it  was  procured  by  fraud  and  undue  influ- 
ence exercised  by  the  representatives  of  the  principal  benefi- 
ciary. The  proceedings  in  the  county  court  were  brief,  re- 
sulting in  the  will  being  allowed.  An  appeal  was  seasonably 
taken  to  the  circuit  court  for  Waukesha  county.  The  guard- 
ian ad  litem,  with  the  approval  of  the  circuit  court,  employed 
Ernst  Merton,  a  duly  qualified  attorney  at  law,  to  assist  a? 
counsel.  Such  court  May  11,  1907,*  directed  the  special  ad- 
ministrator, no  executor  having  been  yet  appointed,  to  pay 
out  of  the  estate  $300  to  enable  the  guardian  ad  litem  to  ob- 
tain the  attendance  of  witnesses  upon  the  trial     The  pro- 
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2>onent  and  person  named  as  executor  appealed  to  this  court 
and  prevailed  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  law  author- 
izing the  direction* 

The  trial  occupied  some  eight  days,  thirty-eight  witnesses 
being  sworn.     It  resulted  in  favor  of  the  proponent 

The  will  was  executed  June  18,  1904,  at  the  residence  of 
the  testatrix,  she  signing  the  same  with  her  own  hand  and  it 
being  witnessed  by  Ray  Briggs  and  Margaret  Mclfaughton, 
the  latter  being  a  distant  relative  and  a  member  of  the  family 
of  John  D.  Mc"N'aughton^  in  a  part  of  whose  residence  the 
testatrix  had  made  her  home  for  many  years.  She,  after 
making  a  few  small  bequests,  among  them  $2,000  to  John  D. 
McNaughton,  expressed  as  for  fifteen  years*  services  and 
board  and  $100  additional  for  each  year  she  might  live  after 
the  date  of  the  will,  and  $100  to  each  of  the  grandchildren, 
willed  the  residue  of  her  estate,  which  proved  to  be  somewhere 
around  $35,000,  to  the  trustees  of  Carroll  College,  a  denom- 
inational school  of  the  United  Presbyterian  Brethren,  a 
church  society  with  which  the  one  she  belonged  to  aflSliated. 
She  died  about  twoiyears  and  two  months  after  the  will  was 
made. 

There  was  considerable  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  testa- 
mentary capacity  of  the  testatrix  at  ihe  date  of  the  will.  The 
opinion  evidence,  of  which  there  was  much  on  the  part  of  the 
contestants^  was  from  nonexperfe,  based  upon  their  observa- 
tion of  the  testatrix  for  a  considerable  length  of  time  before 
the  will  was  made.  The  general  nature  of  contestant's  opin- 
ion evidence  is  fairly  indicated  by  that  of  Mrs.  Vanderpool. 
On  direct  examination  she  said  in  substance  this:  I  lived  on 
the  place  formerly  belonging  to  the  McNaughton  family,  of 
which  deceased  was  a  member.  She  lived  there  many  years 
ago.  I  knew  her  for  some  thirty-five  years  before  she  died 
and  was  accustomed  to  see  her  frequently  in  the  later  years  of 
her  life.  I  visited  her  in  1892  when  she  was  sick.  Her 
mind  was  then  not  just  right     She  seemed  to  see  objects  in 
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a  false  aspect  After  that  I  met  and  conversed  with  her. 
She  would  feel  of  my  dress  as  if  it  was  new  to  her  and  inquire 
if  it  was  new  when  in  fact  she  had  seen  it  many  times.  She 
visited  me  at  the  old  place  and  went  about  the  yard  appar- 
ently delighted  to  be  there.  She  inquired  about  the  condi- 
tion of  things  existing  when  she  resided  on  the  farm,  such  as 
a  flower  bed  and  a  fence  around  the  garden,  without  seeming 
to  appreciate  how  long  a  time  had  elapsed  since  she  went 
away.  She  visited  the  place  again  in  1905  and  was  then  un- 
able to  carry  on  a  conversation.  She  was  very  forgetful  and 
would  reiterate  some  simple  incident  over  and  over  again, 
unmindful  of  the  fact  that  she  had  before  related  it.  In  my 
opinion  she  was  not  at  the  date  of  the  will  of  sufficient  mental 
capacity  to  comprehend  perfectly  the  condition  of  her  prop- 
tiiy,  her  relations  with  the  persons  worthy  to  be  the  objects 
of  her  bounty,  and  the  meaning  of  the  paper  she  signed  for 
a  wilL  On  cross-examination  the  witness  said,  in  1905 
Elizabeth  realized  that  she  was  forgetful  and  spoke  of  herself 
disparagingly  on  that  account.  In  1903,  while  she  recol- 
lected the  condition  of  things  on  the  farm  as  they  existed 
thirty-five  years  before,  she  would  forget  matters  of  very  re- 
cent occurrence.  She  was  never  reputed  to  be  much  of  a 
talker.     I  never  talked  with  her  about  business. 

A  part  of  the  opposing  evidence  was  by  Dr.  Kempster,  an 
eacpert  on  mental  diseases,  who  testified  to  this  effect:  The 
paralysis  which  afflicted  the  testatrix  some  over  two  years 
before  she  made  the  will  was  not  such  an  affliction  as  to  affect 
the  mind  after  her  physical  recovery.  Mere  forgetfulness  in 
old  age,  called  senility,  is  loss  of  brain  function ;  not  inconsist- 
ent with  comprehension  of  property  interests  and  pecuniary 
obligation&  Such  mere  senility  is  not  the  brain  disease  some- 
times afflicting  aged  persons  and  called  senile  dementia.  A 
person  from  mere  senility  might  forget  some  things,  such  as 
the  names  of  friends  and  children,  but  would  not  be  likely  to 
forget  to  collect  moneys  due  as  principal  of  loans  or  interest 
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thereon.  Advanced  senility  would  be  indicated  by  failure  to 
collect  interest  for  fourteen  or  fifteen  years,  but  the  habit  of 
taking  certificates  of  deposit  for  money  received  from  time  to 
time  and  placing  them  in  a  safe  lock  box  and  keeping  them 
there,  and  declarations  of  the  party  that  she  would  not  loan 
any  more  on  mortgages  because  she  did  not  want  to  be  both- 
ered with  such  matters  nor  collect  intA-est  upon  certificates 
of  deposit  because  of  not  understanding  it  and  not  wanting  to 
be  bothered,  at  the  same  time  as  money  came  in  from  loans 
depositing  the  same  in  the  bank  and  taking  certificates  of  de- 
posit and  preserving  them  aa  aforesaid,  would  indicate  good 
capacity  to  take  care  of  property.  The  evidence  of  the  doctor 
related  to  circumstances  established  by  the  evidence  or  in  re- 
spect to  which  there  was  evidence  warranting  a  finding  of 
their  existence.  There  was  evidence  that  the  testatrix  had 
allowed  accrued  interest  on  her  certificates  of  deposit  to  re- 
main uncollected  for  many  years  and  that  there  was  the  same 
habit  during  her  sister's  lifetime,  when  she,  acknowledged  to 
be  of  good  business  capacity,  attended  to  such  matters  for 
both.  There  was  also  evidence  to  the  eflFect  that  Elizabeth 
at  times  indicated  by  what  she  said  that  she  did  not  compre- 
hend the  amount  of  her  property  or  did  not  wish  to  have 
others  know  of  her  drcumstancee. 

She  was  eighty-two  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  her  death. 
She  was  a  maiden  lady,  and  for  many  years  prior  to  1889 
resided  on  a  small  farm  with  Jane  Ann,  her  sister,  also  a 
maiden  lady,  the  property  interests  of  the  two,  as  before  in- 
dicated, being  looked  after  in  the  main  by  the  latter.  Both 
of  the  sisters  during  their  declining  years  showed  a  strong 
inclination  to  devote  their  property,  in  the  main,  to  charitable 
purposes.  In  1889  they  went  to  live  at  the  home  of  John  D. 
McNaughton,  where  the  testatrix  died.  About  a  year  after 
sudi  residence  commenced  Jane  Ann  died.  From  that  time 
up  to  substantially  Elizabeth's  death,  she,  with  some  assist- 
ance, looked  after  her  property,  which  was  mainly  in  the  form 
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of  securities,  some  being  secured  by  mortgages  on  real  estate 
and  some  being  in  certificates  of  deposit  in  the  Waukesha 
National  Bank,  of  which  Andrew  J.  Frame,  a  trustee  and  the 
treasurer  of  Carroll  College  and  the  person  who  drew  the 
will,  was  largely  the  owner  and  was  the  president  She  had 
a  safe  lock  box  in  the  bank  where  she  kept  her  papers  and  un- 
invested money,  no  one  having  axx!e68  to  the  box  but  herself. 
She  had  a  stroke  of  paralysis  some  over  two  years  before  the 
will  was  made,  from  which  she  never  wholly  recovered.  It 
weakened  her  mentally  and  physically  and  v^bs  somewhat 
progressive  from  the  time  it  occurred  until  she  died.  Car 
roU  College,  located  at  Waukesha,  Wisconsin,  was  an  incor- 
porated institution  having  a  board  of  trustees  required  by  the 
organic  law  of  the  institution  to  be  elected  for  specific  terms, 
those  in  ofiice  to  hold  until  their  successors  were  elected  and 
qualified.  It  has  a  president,  secretary,  and  treasurer. 
Andrew  /.  Frame  for  many  years  before  the  will  was  made 
had  been  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  college  and  its  treasurer. 
He  was  a  person  in  whom  the  testatrix  placed  unbounded 
confidence  as  regards  such  business  matters  as  she  was  accus- 
tomed to  do  with  the  bank.  Dr.  Carrier  was  the  president 
of  ^e  collie,  whose  duty  it  was,  among  other  things,  to  se- 
cure such  beneficences  to  the  institution  as  he  reasonably 
could.  In  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Frame  he  learned  of  the 
existence  and  circimistances  of  Elizabeth.  Shortly  there- 
after, accompanied  by  W.  L.  Eankin,  another  trustee  of  the 
college,  he  visited  her  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  pecuniary- 
favors  to  the  institution.  Before  meeting  her  the  two  visitors 
were  informed  by  the  McNaughtons,  who  knew  the  purpose 
of  the  visit,  that  Elizabeth  was  growing  childish.  They  im- 
portuned her  for  a  contribution  to  the  institution,  but  not 
being  successful,  agreeable  to  her  views  they  promised  to  have 
Mr,  Frame  see  her  and  talk  the  matter  over.  Later  Dr.  Car- 
rier wrote  Eli2abeth  a  letter  in  which  he  informed  her  he  had 
explained  matters  to  Frame  and  made  suggestions  calculated 
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to  influence  her  in  favor  of  the  college  upon  rdigious  grounds. 
Some  two  months  thereafter  Dr.  Carrier  and  Mr.  Frame 
viaited  Elizabeth.     Prior  thereto  and  after  iff.  Frame  M^as 
informed  by  Dr.  Carrier  that  Elizabeth  wanted  to  see  him, 
he  was  informed  by  a  second  messenger  from  her  to  the  same 
effect     Upon  this  second  visit  Carrier  met  her  first  and  sug- 
gested that  she  make  a  wiU  in  favor  of  the  collie.     She  then 
said  she  had  been  thinking  of  giving  the  collie  $200.     He 
suggested  that  she  wait  and  talk  the  matter  over  with  Frame 
and  then  left  the  two  tc^ther  to  discuss  the  matter.     Accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Frame^s  story  she  told  him  what  Dr.  Carrier 
wanted  and  expressed  what  her  preferences  were,  saying  that 
she  desired  to  make  another  will  and  to  give  John  D.  Me- 
Naughton  $2,000,  and  otherwise  stating  her  wishee,  which 
were  later  embodied  by  Mr.  Frame  in  the  instrum^it  which 
bhe  executed  as  her  will.     After  she  made  her  wishes  fully 
known  to  Mr.  Frame,  she  handed  him  $100  to  deposit  in  the 
bank  on  certificate  of  deposit  and  took  his  receipt  to  hold 
imtil  she  visited  the  bank  and  obtained  the  certificate.     On 
the  return  trip  Mr.  Frame  informed  Dr.  Carrier  the  re- 
sult of  the  visit.     Shortly  after  this  occurrence  Mr.  Frame 
again  visited  Elizabeth  with  the  instrument  ready  for  ex- 
ecution.    She  then  suggested  some  changes  which  were  in- 
terlined in  the  typewritten  draft.     There  was  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  witnesses  signed  the  paper  in  her  pree- 
once  and  in  the  presence  of  each  other,  and  that  she  subscribed 
her  name  thereto  in  their  presence.     Mr.  Fram^,  by  Eliza- 
l)oth's  direction,  took  the  will  when  he  returned  to  Waukesha, 
;  he  understanding  being  that  she  would  soon  visit  the  bank 
and  take  her  old  will  from  her  safety  deposit  box  and  destroy 
it  and  place  the  new  will  therein.     That  understanding  was 
carried  out     The  old  will  was  taken  by  Elizabeth  from  tlie 
box  and  Mr.  Frame  destroyed  it  in  her  presence  and  at  her 
request     At  the  same  time  she  made  a  deposit  of  $40  in  the 
liank,  treating  tlie  same  as  usual.     From  that  time  she  occa- 
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sionally  visited  the  bank  up  to  near  the  time  of  her  deatb. 
There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  during  the  two  years 
and  two  months  intervening  between  the  making  of  the  will 
and  Elizabeth's  death  she  did  considerable  business  and  con- 
ferred favors  upon  some  persons  whom  she  thought  worthy 
thereof,  and  that  she  did  the  business  relying  more  or  less 
up<m  assistance  by  others  as  she  had  before  making  the  will. 
There  was  evidence  which,  taken  by  itself,  strongly  suggested 
that  she  was  a  weak-minded  person,  incapable,  imaided,  to  do 
business  and  not  comprehending  the  magnitude  of  her  prop- 
erty or  the  proper  manner  of  taking  care  of  the  same.  There 
was  other  evidence  tending  to  prove  a  contrary  condition. 

There  was  further  evidence  to  the  effect  that  in  the  will  de- 
stroyed as  aforesaid,  which  was  made  in  1892,  she  made  the 
same  provision  for  the  contestants  as  in  the  later  will,  and 
after  making  some  small  gifts,  including  one  to  Carroll  Col- 
lege,  the  residue  of  the  estate  was  given  to  several  boards  of 
the  Presbyterian  Church  and  Mr.  Frame  was  named  as  ex- 
ecutor. The  sole  proof  of  what  occurred  between  Elizabeth 
and  Mr.  Frame  was  given  by  himself.  It  was  to  the  effect 
that  she  acted  upon  her  own  judgment  throughout  All  his 
evidence  in  that  regard  was  objected  to  under  sea  4069,  Stats. 
(1898),  as  amended  by  ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907.  The  objec- 
tion was  overruled  upon  its  appearing  that  he  had  resigned 
bis  position  as  trustee  and  treasurer  of  the  corporation  in 
order  to  qualify  himself  to  testify.  The  court  in  reaching  a 
conclusion  depended  largely  on  Frams'a  evidence,  holding 
that  in  the  absence  thereof  such  conclusion  could  not  be 
reached. 

The  decision  was  to  the  following  effect:  At  the  time  the 
will  was  made  Elizabeth  was  fully  capable  of  making  a  testa- 
mentaiy  disposition  of  her  property  and  did  so  of  her  own 
free  wilL  She  was  not  unduly  influenced  by  Mr.  Frame  and 
Dr.  Carrier,  or  either  of  them.  The  will  was  executed  in 
all  respects  according  to  law  and  is  entitled  to  probate.     The 
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guardian  ad  litem  of  the  infant  contestants  is  entitled  to  be 
paid  ont  of  the  estate  $454.45  as  dishnrsementB  and  $3,000 
for  senrioes  in  the  litigation.  Judgment  waa  rendered  ac- 
cordingly. 

For  the  executor  and  tie  residuary  legatee  there  were 
briefs  by  Ftwne  &  Blackstone,  attorneys  for  the  executor,  and 
Quaaies,  Spence  S  Qvarlea,  attorneys  for  CarroU  College; 
and  the  cause  was  argued  orally  by  H.  J.  Frame  and  T.  W. 
Spence. 

D.  8.  TtiMar,  guardian  ad  litem,  and  Ernst  Merton,  of 
counsel,  for  the  minor  contestants. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  15,  1908 : 

Maeshaxl,  J.  As  indicated  in  the  statement,  Mr.  Fram^ 
was  not  an  officer  of  the  college  when  he  testified.  So  he  was 
a  competent  witness  respecting  what  occurred  between  him- 
self and  the  testatrix,  as  regards  the  disability  of  corporate 
officers  to  testify  under  ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907. 

The  statute  deals  with  the  condition  when  a  witness  is 
offered.  Though  Mr.  Frame  was  competent  respecting  the 
transaction  he  testified  to  till  after  the  commencement  of  the 
litigation,  it  did  not  prevent  him  being  rendered  incompetent 
before  the  trial  by  a  statute  passed  in  the  meantime,  but  he 
could  thereafter  restore  his  competency  by  surrendering  that 
which  interfered  therewith,  sls  he  did.  One  cannot  acquire 
a  vested  right  in  a  judicial  remedy  unless  it  is  of  the  contract 
so  that  the  invasion  of  the  remedial  element  necessarily  im- 
pairs the  contract  (Second  Ward  Sav.  Bank  v.  Schranck,  97 
Wis.  250,  73  N.  W.  31 ;  Peninsular  L.  &  0.  Works  v.  Union 
0.  &  P.  Co.  100  Wis.  488,  76  N.  W.  359 ;  Eau  Claire  Nat. 
Bamk  v.  MacauUy,  101  Wis.  304,  77  N.  W.  176),  or  other- 
wise divest  vested  rights  (Rich  v.  Flanders,  89  N.  H.  804). 

The  first  two  cited  cases  are  within  the  first  exception.  So 
it  was  held  that  a  law  injuriously  affecting  the  remedial  ele- 
ment affected  the  value  of  the  principal  thing,  contrary  to  the 
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inhibition  of  the  national  constitution  (sec.  10,  art.  I)  as  to 
any  state  passing  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts* 
That  is  distinguishable  from  a  mere  diange  in  rules  of  evi- 
dence, not  necessarily  affecting  any  property  right,  although 
rendering  a  right  more  diflScult  of  establishment,  or  incapable 
of  being  established  at  all  because  of  the  parties  being  with- 
out competent  evidence,  there,  however,  being  left  ample  rules 
by  which  sudi  right  could  be  established  if  competent  wit- 
nesses were  at  hand.  Besson  v.  Cox,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  87 ;  Ear- 
ney  v.  Paisley,  18  Iowa,  89 ;  Wederman  v.  Westemum,  25 
Ohio  St  500 ;  Rich  v.  Flanders,  supra;  Soidhwick  v.  South- 
wicJc,  49  N.  T.  510 ;  Talladega  Ins.  Co.  v.  Landers,  48  Ala. 
115 ;  Calderwood  v.  Calderwood's  Estate,  88  Vt  171 ;  Wood 
V.  Kaufman,  135  Mich.  6,  97  K  W.  47;  Clark  v.  Harper, 
215  HL  24,  74  K  E.  61;  Mitchell  v.  Eaggenmeyer,  51  Cal. 
108 ;  Kenney  Presbyterian  Home  v.  Kenney,  45  Wash,  106, 
88  Pac.  108 ;  Crawford  v.  Hoisted,  20  Grat  211. 

The  plain  applicability  of  the  citations  b  indicated  by  the 
following: 

"The  statute  does  not  relate  to  or  impair  contractual  rights 
or  vested  property  rights,  but  it  relates  to  the  remedy  and  de- 
clares a  rule  of  evidence.  There  appears  to  be  no  vested  right 
in  any  mere  rule  of  evidence."  Kenney  Presbyterian  Home 
V.  Kenney,  supra. 

Bules  of  evidence  ^^are  at  all  times  subject  to  the  modifica- 
tion and  control  of  the  legislature  .  •  •  and  the  changes  which 
are  enacted  may  be  made  applicable  to  existing  causes  of  ac- 
tion, even  .  .  .  where  retroactive  laws  are  forbidden." 
Crawford  v.  Hoisted,  supra. 

In  relation  to  a  law  affecting  qualification  of  a  witness 
which  was  passed  pending  the  suit,  "it  is  enough  that  the  wit- 
ness is  competent  when  offered."  Talladega  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lan- 
ders, supra. 

A  statute  may  change  mere  rules  of  evidence,  and  although 
it  applies  to  cases  in  which  the  cause  of  action  accrued  and 
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the  rights  became  vested  prior  to  its  passage,  it  is  constitu- 
tional, though  a  statute  affecting  rules  of  evidence,  and  in 
fact  divesting  vested  rights,  would  be  unconstitutional.  Rich 
v.  Flanders,  supra. 

We  now  pass  to  the  dominant  subject  on  contestants'  ap- 
peal, it  being  imderstood  that  we  give  such  weight  to  Frame's 
evidence  as  we  severally  consider  it  is  entitled  to,  regarding 
it  as  having  been  properly  received. 

With  due  regard,  it  is  thought^  for  the  conclusions  of  the 
trial  judge  on  questions  of  fact,  we  have  reached  here  con- 
flicting results.  The  most  careful  consideration,  which  it 
seems  could  be  well  given  to  the  matter  by  each,  has  not  en- 
abled a  majority  to  arrive  at  harmony  respecting  the  two 
principal  assignments  of  error,  as  to  facts,  presented  for  con- 
sideration. The  Chief  Justice,  Justice  Dodge,  and  the  writer 
are  not  able  to  see  that  clear  preponderance  of  evidence 
against  the  trial  court's  conclusion  on  either  the  subject  of 
testamentary  capacity  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  the  alleged 
will  was  made  or  that  of  imdue  influence  in  producing  the 
will,  justifying  a  disturbance  of  the  findings  complained  of. 
Justices  Keswin  and  Timun  are  able  to  see  such  clear  pre- 
ponderance on  both  questions.  Justice  Siebeokbb  agrees 
with  them  on  the  last  but  not  the  first^  while  Justice  Babbtes 
agrees  with  them  on  the  first  but  not  the  last.  A  situation 
so  extraordinary  rarely  occurs  in  judicial  work.  That  it 
should  move  judicial  minds  to  exhaust  all  reasonable  efPorts 
for  harmony,  as  it  has  in  this  case,  is  most  natural.  The  sitr 
uation,  while  peculiar  in  a  high  degree,  is  nevertheless  not 
new,  as  the  following  citations  will  show :  Legal  Tender  Cases, 
52  Pa.  St  9,  101 ;  Browning  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47,  87,  88 ; 
Cook  V.  Drew,  8  Stew.  &  P.  892 ;  BeU  v.  Morrison,  27  Miss. 
68.  The  rule  adopted  in  the  most  pronounced  of  those  cases 
and  highly  commended  as  sound  in  Lipscomb  v.  State,  76 
Miss.  569,  624,  23  South.  210,  230,  seems  to  be  the  only  logi- 
cal one,  though  one  case  found  in  the  books  (Smith  v,  U.  8. 
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5  Pet.  292,  303)  proclaims  a  different  doctrine,  but  without 
assigning  any  reason  therefor  or  its  having  been  subsequently 
followed  by  the  federal  court,  so  far  as  we  can  discover.  The 
view  which  we  adopt  is  that  a  majority  must  agree  on  some 
•one  specific  ground  of  error  fatal  to  the  judgment  or  it  must 
be  aflSrmed.  Otherwise  there  would  be  a  reversal  without 
any  guide  for  the  trial  court  upon  a  new  hearing.  Unless  the 
trial  judge  changed  his  mind,  the  result  would  be  the  same  as 
before  and  a  like  result  as  formerly  would  happen  on  a  second 
appeal,  and,  as  said  by  Handy,  J.,  in  his  opinion  in  Brovm- 
ing  V.  State,  supra,  and  highly  commended,  as  before  indi- 
cated, in  Lipscomb  v.  State,  supra,  "such  would  be  the 
strange  and  anomalous  attitude  of  the  case,  ad  infinitum,  as 
often  as  it  should  be  tried  below  and  brought  here  on  the  same 
state  of  facts." 

The  forgoing  does  not  leave  anything  which  need  be  said 
on  contestants*  appeal. 

We  have  left  to  consider  the  objection  raised  by  propo- 
nents to  the  allowance  of  $3,000  as  compensation  for  the 
guardian  ad  litem  and  $454.54  for  his  disbursements,  all  to 
be  charged  against  the  body  of  the  estate,  except  $200.  If 
authority  to  make  such  allowance  at  all  exists  it  is  by  virtue 
■of  ch.  267,  Laws  of  1907.  Generally  speaking,  it  must  be 
conceded  that  no  inherent  power  exists  in  courts  to  take  the 
property  of  one  person  and  devote  it  to  the  benefit  of  another, 
and  that  the  legislature  cannot,  legitimately,  authorize  such 
proceeding,  as  by  taking  the  property  of  the  successful  party 
in  litigation  to  pay  the  expenses  incurred  by  his  adversary  in 
the  controversy. 

This  court,  in  harmony  with  general  authority,  has  said 
with  reference  to  judicial  dealing  with  a  trust  fund,  that  no 
part  thereof  belonging  to  one  should  be  used  to  defray  the  ex- 
penses of  another;  that  in  case  of  compensating  a  guardian 
■ad  litem  in  addition  to  taxable  costs,  it  should  be  done  out  of 
the  infant's  property  under  the  control  of  the  court     Tyson 
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V.  Richardson,  103  Wis.  397,  401,  79  N.  W.  439;  Stephen^ 
son  V.  Norris,  128  Wis.  242,  263,  264,  107  N.  W.  343.  Tha 
court  has  condemned  in  unmeasured  terms  the  practice,  which 
obtained  at  one  time,  of  treating  a  trust  fund  under  judicial 
control  as  open  to  be  depleted  by  judicial  direction  to  com- 
pensate persons  for  their  expenditures  in  litigation  in  respect 
thereto  in  hostility  to  the  real  owners.  In  re  Donges^s  Estate, 
103  Wis.  497,  79  N.  W.  786;  Fox  v.  Martin,  108  Wis.  99,. 
102,  84  N.  W.  23 ;  Becker  v.  Chester,  115  Wis.  90,  91  N.  W. 
87,  650;  Stephenson  v.  N orris,  128  Wis.  242, '263,  107  N. 
W.  343.  Such  use  of  property  has  been  characterized  as- 
AvhoUy  without  justification  in  the  absence  of  legislative  au- 
thority and  as  "trenching  closely  upon  that  forbidden  act  of 
depriving  one  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law  or 
taking  property  from  one  for  the  private  benefit  of  another." 
In  re  Dongess  Estate,  103  Wis.  497,  516,  79  N.  W.  786. 

So  plainly  does  such  interference  with  a  trust  fund,  with- 
out some  valid  written  law  authorizing  it^  shock  the  sense  of 
justice,  that  this  court  has  felt  called  upon  to  refuse  to  give 
effect  to  stipulations  of  attorneys  for  all  parties  to  the  litiga- 
tion \o  the  contrary  in  case  of  the  parties  being  minors  {Fox^ 
V,  Martin,  supra)  ^  and  applied  the  same  rule  as  to  power  of 
trustees,  generally,  to  stipulate  away  part  of  the  subject  of 
the  trust  and  obtain  judicial  approval  thereof  (Becker  v. 
Chester,  115  Wis.  90,  147,  91  N.  W.  87,  650).  So,  as  will 
be  seen,  about  the  last,  so-  far  as  of  judicial  creation,  of  a  bad 
practice  has  been  swept  away ;  a  practice  which,  probably,  as 
bup:gested  in  In  re  Donges's  Estate,  supra,  became  engrafted 
upon  our  jurisprudence  through  consent  of  counsel  in  indi- 
vidual car-^s  till  it  came  to  have  the  appearance  of  judicial 
sanction  as  a  rule  of  justice,  overlooking  the  plain  wrong  of 
taking  the  property  of  one  without  his  consent  for  the  benefit 
of  another,  as  if  the  mere  circumstance  of  that  property  being 
temporarily  in  custodia  legis  gave  a  judicial  trustee  greater 
power  in  that  regard  than  any  other,  while  in  fact,  from  a 
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moral  standpoint,  it  should  render  the  property  safely  re- 
moved from  such  danger.  Not  a  vestige  of  the  infraction 
which  once  received  approval  is  left  in,  our  system,  with  the 
narrow  exception  noted  in  In  re  Donges's  Estate,  supra, 
which  seemed  to  have  some  basis  in  reason  and  to  be  so  firmly 
entrenched  by  a  long  line  of  decisions  as  not  to  appear  prop- 
erly removable  without  legislative  assistance,  other  than  the 
element  restored  by  l^slative  interference  under  the  law  be- 
fore referred  to,  upon  which  the  contestants  rely,  and  a  prior 
law  {ch.  397,  Laws  of  1901),  both  of  which  were  designed, 
as  appears,  to  avoid  the  result  of  In  re  Donges's  Estate,  supra, 
keeping  within  the  reason  thereof  as  to  the  legitimate  basis 
for  diversion  of  trust  property. 

We  do  not  abate  at  all  oondenmation  of  the  practice,  so  far 
as  it  is  dependent  upon  judicial  policy  alone,  expressed  in 
Becker  v.  Chester,  supra,  pp.  147,  148,  91  K  W.  651 : 

"The  whole  practice  of  inviting  litigation  by  allowing  par- 
ties to  indulge  in  judicial  controversies  involving  trust  funds 
at  the  expense  thereof,  regardless  of  whether  such  parties  win 
or  lose,  is  pernicious  and  should  not  be  encouraged  by  any  ju- 
dicial rules.  A  careful  reading  of  the  Donr/es  Case  must 
convince  any  one  that  such  was  the  view  of  this  court  when 
that  case  was  decided.  That  view  has  rather  been  strength- 
ened than  weakened  by  efforts  to  have  the  rule  declared  by  the 
court  liberally  construed,  minimizing  its  effects  as  regards 
the  injustice  it  was  intended  to  prevent.  All  such  efforts 
must  faiL  We  incline  to  a  strict  rather  than  a  liberal  con- 
struction of  the  rule." 

The  court  declines  to  be  responsible  for  any  practice  which 
would  tend  to  invite  litigation  and  render  property  testamen- 
tarily  disi)osed  of  a  probable  prey  of  those  who  have  no  inter- 
est therein  or  those  who  unjustly  seek  to  enhance  their  in- 
terest 

In  the  face  of  judicial  policy  thus  clearly  and  repeatedly 
declared,  the  law  in  question  was  passed.  With  its  mere  leg- 
islative wisdom ;  that  which  is  within  the  field  of  legislative 
Vol.  138—13 
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supremacy,  we  have  nothing  to  do.  So  far  as  it  does  not 
transcend  constitutional  limitations,  it  must  be  unhesitatingly 
administered.  So  far  as  experience  by  such  administration 
shall  show  that  it  was  unwise,  the  same  power  that  enacted  it 
will,  doubtless,  remedy  tlie  mischief.  In  any  event,  there 
rests  the  responsibility,  as  does  the  responsibility  for  things 
which  courts  at  times  are  criticised  for  by  the  inconsiderate, 
who  cannot,  or  do  not,  discriminate  between  power  to  make 
law  and  power  to  declare  and  administer  it 

The  theory  of  the  statute  is,  and  correctly  too,  that  a  pro- 
ceeding to  administer  an  estate  is  in  the  nature  of  one  in  rem, 
the  res  being  for  the  time  being  in  custodia  legis.  Woemer, 
Am.  Law  of  Adm'n,  *500,  *601.  It  requires  the  presence, 
actually  or  by  representation,  of  all  parties  interested  or  who 
may  be  interested  whether  in  esse  or  not^  Those  who  by  rea- 
son of  infancy  cannot  appear  for  themselves  must  be  repre- 
sented by  guardians  ad  litem  in  order  to  be  bound,  whether 
there  is  any  statutory  requirement  in  that  regard  or  not 
O^DeU  V.  Rogers,  44  Wis.  136.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
see  that  its  wards  are  represented  regardless  of  any  written 
law.  Moreover,  the  court  rules  impliedly  make  provision 
therefor.  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  p.  1120.  It  is  the  duty  of 
parties  interested  to  call  the  court's  attention  to  the  necessity 
therefor  and  they  are  vitally  interested  in  the  duty  being  per- 
formed. The  guardian  ad  litem  must  be  an  officer  of  the 
court,  an  attorney  duly  admitted  to  practice  and  competent 
to  protect  the  rights  of  the  minors,  and  competent  to  respond 
in  damages  for  negligence  or  misconduct  in  the  discharge  of 
his  duties  as  an  assistant  in  the  administration  of  justice. 
Circuit  Court  Rule  IX;  Tyson  v.  Richardson,  103  Wis.  397, 
399,  79  N.  W.  439.  The  position  of  guardian  ad  litem  is  an 
important  one.  The  obligation  to  accept  the  trust  and  to 
faithfully  discharge  the  duty  regardless  of  compensation  is 
on  incident  of  the  profession  of  law  and  the  lawyers  official 
station.    It  is  for  tlie  court  to  see  that  such  duty  is  performed. 
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So  while  there  is  the  judicial  function  of  exacting  the  strict- 
^est  fidelity  on  the  part  of  the  appointee  and  encouraging  him 
to  that  end  in  every  practicable  way,  there  is  the  correlative 
"duty  to  see  that  the  faithful  servant  and  oflScer  does  not  go 
without  a  reasonable  pecuniary  reward  for  his  labor  so  far  as 
there  is  property  of  the  ward  under  the  control  of  the  court, 
or  otherwise,  out  of  which  it  can  be  paid  by  direction  of  the 
court  {Tyson  v.  Richardson,  supra),  or  the  ward's  debt^  as  in 
fact  it  is  (Smith  v.  Smith,  69  111.  308,  312 ;  Walton  v.  Yore, 
^8  Mo.  App.  562),  can  be  collected,  or  there  is  a  fund  under 
the  control  of  the  court  which,  or  a  party  before  it  who,  should 
equitably  bear  the  burden,  under  established  rules  or  written 
law  on  the  subject. 

It  will  be  thus  seen  that  guardians  ad  litem  are  as  essential 
to  parties  interested  adversely  to  the  infant  as  to  the  latter, 
since  only  by  use  thereof  could  they  succeed,  safely,  if  at  all, 
to  the  subject  of  the  proceedings.  So  it  has  been  held  that 
<ompensation  to  the  guardian  ad  litem  on  some  basis,— even 
if  it  turns  out  that  the  infant  has  no  interest  in  the  subject 
matter, — ^payable  primarily  out  of  the  infant's  property,  if  ho 
has  any,  whether  presently  under  control  of  the  court  or  not, 
otherwise  out  of  the  fund  conservable  only  by  his  presence, 
•or  by  the  parties,  requiring  for  their  own  interest  that  the  in- 
fant be  called  into  the  litigation,  such  basis  not  permitting 
any  onerous  burden  and  in  some  jurisdictions  being  so  confined 
as  to  assimilate  to  taxable  costs  and  called  such.  Weed  v, 
Paine,  31  Hun,  10;  Toririe  v.  Nelson,  1  Tenn.  Gh.  614;  Car- 
eer V.  Montgomery,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  456 ;  Union  Ins,  Co.  v.  Van 
Bensselaer,  4  Paige,  85,  87 ;  Ooit  v.  Cook,  7  Paige,  521,  544 ; 
Att'y  Oen.  v.  North  Am.  L.  Ins,  Co.  91  N.  Y.  57;  Ker- 
haugh  V.  Vance,  5  Lea,  113;  Holloway  v.  Mcllhenny  Co,  77 
Tex.  657,  662,  14  S.  W.  240;  Walton  v.  Yore,  58  Mo.  App. 
4^02 ;  Walker  v.  Hallett,  1  Ala.  379 ;  2  Hoff.  Ch.  Pr.  74. 

These  and  many  other  authorities  that  might  be  referred 
to  are  to  the  effect  that  under  no  circumstances  should  com- 
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pensation  be  allowed  to  an  unsuccessful  guardian  ad  litem, 
payable  out  of  a  fund  under  control  of  the  court,  in  excess  of 
taxable  costs,  or  a  sum  in  the  nature  thereof,  as  taxed  between 
party  and  party,  in  the  absence  of  special  legislative  author 
ity.  All  recognize  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  reasonably 
pursue  such  a  fund  in  such  a  case.  The  great  weight  of  au- 
thority goes  tp  the  full  length  of  our  adjudications  that,  with- 
out legislative  authorization,  no  compensation  whatever  can 
be  allowed  to  an  unsuccessful  guardian  ad  liiern  standing  for 
an  infant  contestant  of  a  will,  or  any  party,  similarly  situf^ted, 
payable  out  of  the  general  fund  or  any  part  of  it  not  belong- 
ing to  the  infant  Walton  v.  Yore,  supra;  Jones  v.  Yore, 
142  Mo.  38,  47,  43  S.  W.  384;  Matter  of  Robinson,  40  App. 
Div.  30,  67  ]Sr.  Y.  Supp.  623 ;  Downing  v.  Marshall,  37  N. 
Y.  380 ;  Will  of  Biidlomj,  100  N.  Y.  203,  3  N.  E.  334;  Mat- 
ter of  Tlolden,  126  N.  Y.  689,  27  N.  E.  1063;  Matter  of 
EoUnson,  160  N.  Y.  448,  66  N.  E.  4. 

The  foregoing  somewhat  lengthy  treatment  of  the  general 
subject,  though  largely  historical,  is  helpful  in  that  it  indi- 
cates clearly  the  basis  for  such  legislation  as  that  in  question, 
viz. :  that  it  relates  to  dealing  with  the  subject  matter  in  the 
nature  of  an  action  in  rem,  all  parties  interested  in  the  res 
being  served  by  all  others  being  brought  in  so  as  to  be  bound, 
who  have,  presently  or  contingently,  or  may  claim  to  have  any 
interest  therein.  That  does  away,  manifestly,  with  all  con- 
stitutional objections  as  regards  reasonable  compensation  to 
the  necessary  judicial  aids  to  that  end,  such  as  guardians  a^ 
litem.  The  treatment  of  the  subject  also  shows  that  a  very 
narrow  limitation  of  reasonable  compensation  in  a  case  of 
tliis  sort,  where  it  is  chargeable  to  and  collectible  out  of  a  fund 
in  custodia  legis,  on  principle,  is  not  new.  There  are  stat- 
utes in  some  other  states  on  the  subject,  notably  in  New  York, 
California,  Kentucky,  Iowa,  and  Texas,  making  some  pro- 
vision for  compensation  in  such  circumstances.  But  in  such 
cases  the  power  is,  directly  or  indirectly,  carefully  fenced 
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about  SO  as  to  prevent  abuse.  Where  the  common  law  pre- 
vails abroad  and  in  the  states,  with  but  few  exceptions,  the 
time-honored  rule  is  left  in  full  force,  that  the  court  may 
command  the  service  of  any  member  of  its  bar  when  it  needs 
an  instrument  of  the  sort  to  stand  for  the  helpless,  and  that 
the  service,  aside  from  the  capacity  of  the  infant  to  pay,  must 
go  unrequited  except  by  the  privilege  enjoyed  as  a  member 
of  the  profession  and  the  distinction  of  having  well  performed 
the  duty  assumed  cum  onere.  Stephenson  v.  Norris,  128 
Wis.  242,  264,  107  K  W.  343;  Richardson  v.  Tyson,  110 
Wis.  572,  579,  86  K  W.  250;  House  v.  Whitis,  5  Baxt.  (64 
Tenn.)  690;  Wright  v.  State,  3  Heisk.  (50  Tenn.)  256. 

It  may  be  safely  said  to  the  honor  of  the  profession  that  the 
interests  of  judicial  wards  have  been  as  faithfully  conserved 
from  time  immemorial  by  the  discharge  of  that  duty,  gratu- 
itously in  many  cases,  as  probably  it  will  be  under  a  system 
securing  therefor  a  more  certain  money  value,  but  it  is  recog- 
nized that  the  legislature  may  relieve  the  profession  of  that 
burden  with  its  correlative  honors  if  it  sees  fit 

The  statute  provides  that  in  a  case  of  this  sort  the  guardian 
ad  litem  "may  be  allowed  compensation  for  his  services  and 
for  his  necessary  expenditures  in  the  litigation,  to  be  fixed  by 
the  court,  in  which  such  proceedings  or  litigation  is  had,  and 
be  paid  out  of  the  body  of  the  estate  or  property  in  contro- 
versy, if  the  infant  has  no  available  property  out  of  which 
such  payment  can  be  directed  by  the  court"  The  term  "fixed 
by  the  court,  in  which  such  proceedings  or  litigation  is  had," 
is  unambiguous.  Doubtless  whatever  original  authority  in 
the  matter  existed  as  to  this  case  was  lodged  in  the  court  ren- 
dering the  judgment  complained  of  as  regards  the  litigation 
in  that  court.  No  basis  for  compensation  is  suggested  in  the 
law.  Not  even  the  word  "reasonable"  is  used,  as  in  every 
similar  statute,  so  far  as  we  can  discover.  A  very  broad  dis- 
cretion, however,  may  be  read  out  of  the  language  as  to 
whether  an  allowance  shall  be  mad©  or  not  and  to  what  ex- 
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tent,  from  the  words  "may  allow,"  etc.,  while  it  might  be  ar- 
gued that  "may"  should  be  construed  as  must.  Facing  the 
matter  the  legislature  had  to  deal  with  in  the  light  of  the  mis- 
chiefs thereof  as  we  have  detailed  them,  tbe  former  view 
would  seem  to  be  the  correct  ona  We  adopt  it  both  as  re- 
•  gards  power  to  determine  whether  compensation  shall  be  al- 
lowed or  not  and  the  amount  thereof.  That  discretion  the 
legislature  necessarily  contemplated  would  be  a  sound  legal 
discretion;  that  it  would  be  guided  by  the  general  judicial 
conception  here  of  the  measure  of  such  services  when  compen- 
sation by  common-law  rule  is  permissible ;  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstances as  to  whether  the  compensation  would  come  out 
of  property  belonging  to  the  infant  and  whether  he  has  any 
interest  in  the  subject  conserved  and  many  other  things  would 
be  given  their  legitimate  common-sense  bearing.  It  is  quite 
manifest  that  a  basis  of  compensation,  as  in  ordinary  cases 
between  party  and  client,  was  not  thought  of.  That  would 
be  contrary  to  the  standard  in  that  regard  for  guardians  ad 
litem  in  general  and  particularly  in  this  state.  The  rule  was 
firmly  established  here  long- before  the  law  was  passed  that 
the  basis  should  be  that  ordinarily  paid  to  compensate  for  offi- 
cial services  of  a  somewhat  similar  character.  Richardson  v. 
Tyson,  110  Wis.  672,  679,  86  N.  W.  260;  Speiser  v.  Mer- 
chants' Exch.  Bank,  110  Wis.  606,  513,  86  N.  W.  243;  Ear- 
rigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

In  the  cases  cited  it  waa  said  that  judicial  officers  perform 
their  public  duties  "for  pecuniary  rewards  wholly  incommen- 
surate to  what  the  same  industry,  learning,  and  ability  would 
have  commanded  at  the  hands  of  clients."  It  is  upon  such 
basis  "rather  than  with  private  contract  that  compensation 
should  be  made  in  measuring  the  allowance  to"  a  guardian 
ad  litem.  Richardson  v,  Tyson,  supra.  Later  the  growing 
and  pernicious  practice  of  extravagantly  exploiting  trust 
funds  under  judicial  control  for  the  enrichment  of  judicial 
assistance,  such  as  attorneys  for  receivers  and  guardians  ad 
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litem,  was  enlarged  upon  and  the  rule  above  stated  was  reiter- 
ated and  made  as  significant  as  could  well  be,  to  the  end  that 
courts  might  set  an  example  of  careful,  businesslike  conser- 
vation of  trust  property;  and  members  of  the  profession, 
called  to  stand  for  absent  and  incompetent  beneficiaries  under 
the  court's  appointment  or  with  its  approval,  might  better 
appreciate  that  it  contemplates  performance  of  duties  inci- 
dent to  the  high  privilege  of  a  member  of  the  court  and  in 
part  compensated  thereby  and  by  its  honors;  this  vigorous 
language  being  used  by  Mr.  Justice  Dodge  : 

"Only  in  the  wise  discretion  and  firmness  of  courts  can 
there  be  found  prevention  or  remedy  for  the  abuse  and  dis- 
grace of  judicial  conservation  of  estates  from  their  enemies^ 
only  to  permit  their  destruction  by  the  very  salvers.  If  such 
abuses  continue,  the  beneficent  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
take  to  its  sheltering  arms  a  litigated  estate  while  rights  to 
it  are  being  established  will  become  a  mockery,  worse  than 
the  avoided  perils  as  it  is  more  effective."  110  Wis.  613,  514, 
8(5  ]Sr.  W.  246. 

It  was  in  face  of  unwritten  law  elsewhere,  as  above,  that  no 
compensation  to  a  guardian  ad  litem  can  be  justly  allowed  in 
excess  of  something  in  the  nature  of  taxable  costs  chargeable 
to  the  prevailing  party  or  payable  out  of  his  property,  and 
the  unwritten  law  recognized  here,  that  none  whatever  should 
be  allowed  payable  out  of  the  property  in  which  the  person 
represented  has  no  interest,  and  the  general  policy  of  the  writ- 
ten law  in  other  jurisdictions,  that  in  case  of  compensation 
in  the  instances  where  by  the  unwritten  law  it  is  not  allow- 
able the  same  should  be  quite  limited  so  as  to  prevent  abuse, 
and  the  further  unwritten  law  that  such  compensation,  where 
allowable,  should  be  on  the  scale  of  official  services,  that  the 
law  in  question  was  passed,  giving  the  court,  as  before  indi- 
cated, discretion  to  allow  compensation  or  not  and  limiting 
the  same,  by  necessary  inference,  in  any  event,  to  what  ia  rea- 
sonable under  the  circumstances.  Manifestly  the  word 
"reasonable,"  as  here  used,  is  referable  to  the  judicial  stand- 
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ard,  SO  recently  and  firmly  established,  and  the  circum- 
stance which  cuts  same  figure  by  the  unwritten  law,  of  whether 
the  service  is  in  conservation  of  property  belonging*  to  the 
party  represented  or  not,  is  not  to  be  wholly  lost  sight  of. 

Testing  the  propriety  of  the  amount  allowed  the  guardian 
ad  litem  by  the  foregoing,  it  appears  at  once  so  entirely  out 
of  harmony  with  tlie  correct  standard  as  not  to  be  measurable 
at  all  thereby,  showing  clearly  that  it  was  not  in  the  judicial 
mind  of  the  court  below,  hence  its  decision  is  not  entitled  to 
any  weight  in  now  determining  what  is  proper. 

The  case  did  not  involve  any  very  intricate  questions  of 
law  nor  any  of  fact  as  r^ards  methods  of  proof.  The  rules 
to  be  followed  in  the  litigation  were  substantially  removed 
from  all  uncertainties  by  many  decisions  of  this  court  The 
trial  occupied  about  eight  days.  There  seem  to  have  been 
many  witnesses,  easily  obtainable,  who  were  not  at  all  adverse 
to  testifying  fully  in  respect  to  the  matter  in  contestants' 
favor.  Some  over  thirty  witnesses  were  called  who  testified, 
in  general,  in  harmony.  Under  all  the  circumstances  it  seems 
that  ten  to  twenty  days  was  ample  for  preparation  of  the  case 
for  trial;  all  services  rendered  out-side  of  the  trial  in  circuit 
court  The  property  involved  consisted  of  somewhere  about 
$40,000  money  value,  but  the  work  was  neither  more  nor 
less  because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  estate,  thouglx,  of  course, 
the  responsibility  was,  by  reason  of  that  feature,  somewhat 
enhanced.  The  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed,  we  must 
assume,  because  of  his  well-known  fitness  for  the  position,  so 
he  did  not  need  an  assistant  distinguished  attorney,  accus- 
tomed to  charge  liberally  because  of  his  professional  ability, 
for  his  services.  The  court  allowed,  in  the  whole,  about  eight 
per  cent  of  the  entire  fund,  and,  as  appears,  allowed  a  like 
amount  on  the  other  side  to  be  charged  to  the  estate. 

With  what  has  been  said  we  may  well  refer  to  the  follow- 
ing to  emphasize  our  conclusion  that  the  allowance  to  the 
guardian  ad  litem  was  very  far  too  large.     With,  the  other 
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allowance,  incidentally  referred  to,  we  have  nothing  now  to 
do.  In  Smith  v.  Smith,  69  111.  808,  there  was  a  property 
around  $40,000  involved,  belonging  to  the  infant  The  com- 
pensation to  the  guardian  ad  litem  was  suppqsed  to  be  pay- 
able out  of  the  infant's  property.  The  litigation  was  im- 
portant and  considerable.  It  was  attended  to  in  the  infant's 
behalf  with  commendable  fidelity  and  was  successful.  At- 
torneys testified  to  the  reasonable  value  of  the  guardian  ad 
litem's  service,  ranging  from  $1,000  to  $10,000.  The  trial 
court  allowed  $8,500.  On  appeal  it  was  held  that  in  the  pro- 
ceedings to  fix  the  compensation  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  the 
latter  was  in  an  adversary  capacity  to  the  ward,  who  was 
therefore  unrepresented,  and  that  $1,000  for  the  service  would 
be  liberal,  if  not  large,  the  court  remarking,  "Courts  have  no 
power  to  be  prodigal  with  the  means  of  their  wards,  and 
whilst  they  should  make  just  allowances,  they  are  bound  to 
see  that  their  fimds  are  protected." 

In  Loftis  V.  Bviler,  58  S.  W.  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  886,  there 
was  considerable  litigation  and  a  trial  in  two  courts.  The 
guardian  ad  litem  was  allowed  $150 — $25  payable  out  of  the 
general  property  as  costs,  and  $125  out  of  the  infant's  prop- 
erty. On  appeal  the  allowance  was  not  disturbed,  but  it  was 
held  that  in  such  proceedings  the  guardian  ad  litem  and  the 
ward  are  adversarieSj  and  the  latter  should  be  represented 
by  one  competent  to  protect  his  interests.  We  may  well  re- 
mark, in  passing,  that  there  is  much  support  for  that  holding, 
without  laying  down  that  such  representation  is  'necessary 
and  failure  in  that  regard  is  jurisdictional  error,  as  is  Jjeld 
in  some  jurisdictions.  At  least,  want  of  such  representation 
throws  the  greater  burden  upon  the  court  to  see  that  its  ward 
is  properly  protected. 

In  Tyson  v.  Richardson,  108  Wis.  397,  79  N.  W.  439,  there 
was  a  large  amount  of  property  involved,  very  much  more 
than  in  this  case.  It  belonged,  in  the  main,  to  persons  whose 
interests  were  represented  by  the  guardian  ad  litem.     The 
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questions  involved  were  interesting,  complicated,  and  some- 
what new.  They  required  careful  study  by  one  possessed  of 
sufficient  ability  to  carefully  investigate  and  analyze  prece- 
dents and  to  discover,  comprehend,  apply,  and  present  most 
important  legal  principles.  The  duty  was  performed  with 
distinguished  ability  and  success.  The  service  extended 
through  several  years,  during  which  there  were  several  trials 
in  the  courts  of  original  jurisdiction  and  several  in  this  court ; 
the  guardian  ad  litem  meeting  in  opposition,  and  suooessfuUy, 
some  of  the  best  legal  talent  in  the  state.  For  all  such  serv- 
ice, on  the  basis  of  official  work,  this  court  allowed  $2,500. 

In  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909,  the 
services  extended  over  a  period  of  some  five  years.  The 
claims  adjudicated  and  property  involved  ran  up  into  the  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars.  There  was  important  litiga- 
tion in  many  courts  in  different  jurisdictions,  some  of  which 
was  outside  of  this  state.  It  was  attended  with  almost  un- 
precedented perplexity  and  was  represented  by  the  judicial 
assistants  with  commendable  fidelity  by  two  distinguished 
members  of  the  bar.  The  court  allowed  as  compensation,  on 
the  basis  of  one  such  attorney,  under  the  rule  before  indi- 
cated, $10,000. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
compensation  of  the  guardian  ad  litem,  in  this  case,  including 
that  of  his  assistant  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  final  closing  of 
this  litigation,  should  be  limited  to  $500.  The  amount  al- 
lowed by  law  for  an  attorney  acting  under  the  appointment 
of  the  court  in  the  defense  of  an  indigent  person  charged  with 
n  criminal  offense  is  but  $15  per  day.  That  exceeds  the  com- 
pensation allowed  the  highest  officer  of  the  state  in  its  legal 
department,  the  attorney  general,  and  more  than  twice  that 
allowed  his  first  assistant. 

We  do  not  overlook  the  suggestion  that  the  allowance  of 
$3,000  to  the  guardian  ad  litem  was  by  consent  of  the  attor- 
neys for  the  proponent,  and  supposed  attorneys  for  the  chief 
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beneficiary  under  the  will,  and  that  the  judgment  was  pre- 
pared by  such  attorneys  and  entered  on  their  motion.  There 
are  indications  in  the  record  that  the  court  merely  adopted 
the  joint  request  of  the  attorneys  in  the  case,  $3,000  being  al- 
lowed to  each  side.  That  was  very  fair,  from  one  viewpoint^ 
but,  as  before  indicated,  the  attorneys  had  no  power  whatever 
to  stipulate  away  the  trust  fund,  and  their  attitude  in  that  re- 
gard should  not  have  been  recognized  by  the  court. 

The  point  is  made  by  proponent's  counsel  that  no  allow- 
ance should  have  been  made  by  the  circuit  court  for  what  oc- 
curred here  for  expenses  and  services  of  the  guardian  ad  litem 
and  on  account  of  the  judgment  for  costs  rendered  against 
the  infanta  in  this  court,  because  on  application  here  to  direct 
such  allowance  it  was  denied, — and  in  close  connection  there- 
with the  question  is  suggested,  but  not  urged,  as  to  whether, 
under  the  law,  a  court  has  jurisdiction  to  make  any  allowEnce 
except  on  account  of  litigation  therein. 

For  both  of  the  reasons  above  mentioned  it  seems  the  cir- 
cuit court  should  not  have  made  any  allowance  except  for 
what  there  occurred.  The  law  is  very  explicit  that  the  allow- 
ance in  any  instance  is  "to  be  fixed  by  the  court  in  which  the 
proceedings  or  litigation  is  had.''  Evidently  it  was  the  legis- 
lative intention  to  confine  original  action  in  such  a  matter  to- 
the  jurisdiction  most  liable  to  be  well  armed,  by  personal  ob- 
servation, to  administer  the  law  without  the  abuses  the  ju- 
dicial rule  was  designed  to  prevent  So  the  trial  court  acted 
without  jurisdiction  in  making  allowance  for  litigation  oc- 
curring here ;  and  this  court  observed  the  letter  of  the  statute, 
and  of  the  application  here,  in  refusing  to  make  a  direction 
which  would  have  required  another  court  to  pass  on  the  al- 
lowance for  services  and  disbursemeuts  in  litigation  not  had 
there,  and  particularly  in  refusing  to  direct  payment  out  of 
the  estate^  of  the  judgment  for  costs  against  the  guardian  ad 
litem. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  permissible  allowance,  outside 
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of  for  services,  is  for  "necessary  expenditures"  of  the  guard- 
ian ad  litem.  That  does  not  include  a  judgment  for  costs 
against  a  ward,  A  guardian  ad  litem  is  not  liable  for  such  a 
debt,  and  so  payment  thereof  by  him  is  not  a  necessary  ex- 
penditure within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  unless  it  is  made  by 
Bome  law  a  condition  precedent  to  a  further  step  in  behalf  of 
the  ward,  or  by  reason  of  some  other  circumstance  out  of  the 
ordinary,  which  is  not  the  case  here.  It  follows  that  the  al- 
lowance for  necessary  expenditures  in  the  court  below  should 
have  been  limited  to  $343.76,  and  the  elements  of  costs  and 
disbursements  here,  amounting  to  $110.70,  should  not  have 
been  allowed. 

We  agi*ee  with  the  court  below  that  it  was  not  the  legisla- 
tive purpose  that  the  allowable  expenditures  should  be  taxed 
according  to  the  practice  for  taxing  statutory  costs.  Never- 
theless, competent  and  definite  proof  in  such  a  case  should  be 
required  as  to  each  item  and  all  parties  having  adverse  inter- 
ests should  have  notice,  and,  in  a  case  of  this  sort,  the  propo- 
nent should  make  the  appropriate  counter-proofs,  which  jus- 
tice requires.  No  proof  on  either  side  seems  to  have  been 
made,  except  the  formal  affidavit  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  to 
the  schedule  of  disbursements.  Explanation  might  well  have 
been  required  of  some  of  the  charges.  The  trial  court  was 
not  bound  to  allow  the  bill,  even  though  verified,  because  not 
opposed  by  evidence.  However,  we  cannot  say  there  was  a 
fatal  abuse  of  judicial  discretion  in  disposing  of  the  matter 
as  was  done. 

Lastly  it  is  contended  that  the  words  of  the  statute, — "paid 
out  of  the  body  of  the  estate  or  property  in  controversy  if  the 
infant  has  no  available  property  out  of  which  such  payment 
-can  be  directed  by  the  court," — does  not  restrict  the  fund  to 
v/hich  resort  can  be  had,  primarily,  to  property  under  control 
of  the  court,  but  includes  any  property  of  the  ward  out  of 
which  his  indebtedness  may  be  collectible^  It  may  well  be 
that  such  is  the  better  policy,  one  more  in  harmony  with  the 
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well-nigh  universal  rule,  both  under  the  written  and  unwrit- 
ten law.  However,  the  legislature  seems  plainly  to  have  used 
the  term  "payment  can  be  directed  by  the  court"  with  refer- 
ence to  existing  conditions  produced  by  judicial  effort  to  limit 
the  previously  supposed  unjustifiable  practice  before  alluded 
to,  with  the  intent  to  supersede  such  efforts  to  the  extent  of 
restoring  the  old  practice  in  some  particulars.  So  viewing 
the  law, — however  much  it  may  appear  that,  as  an  original 
matter,  a  fund  in  court  in  which  a  person  is  not  interested 
should  not  be  depleted  to  compensate  for  efforts  in  his  behalf 
to  obtain  it,  or  some  part  of  it,  notwithstanding  it  cannot  be 
distributed  to  the  real  owner  without  his  presence,  so  long 
as  ho  possesses  property  available  for  the  payment  of  his 
debt, — ^we  cannot  change  nor  nullify  it  so  long  as  it  is  consti- 
tutional, as  we  are  of  the  opinion,  as  before  indicated,  it  is. 

The  action  in  refusing  to  direct  the  court  below  on  the  mo- 
tion before  referred  to,  does  not  preclude  now  allowing  the 
guardian  ad  litem  such  compensation  as  he  should  have  for 
services  and  necessary  expenditures  in  this  court  It  is  a 
proper  matter  to  consider  in  this  disposition  of  the  case,  and 
we  are  disposed  to  make  a  proper  award  without  further  ap- 
plication, and  thus  speed  a  final  termination  of  the  litigation. 

As  before  indicated,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  $500 
is  all  that  should  be  allowed  for  services  from  the  time  the 
litigation  commenced  in  the  circuit  court  till  it  shall  have 
been  terminated  by  the  entry  of  the  proper  judgment  under 
this  court's  mandate.  The  $600  must  cover  the  pecuniary 
reward  for  services  in  both  courts.  The  expenditures  upon 
the  former  appeal,  according  to  the  presentment  in  the  court 
below,  were  $24,  exclusive  of  the  judgment  for  costs,  which  is 
not  to  be  counted.  That  and  the  disbursements  on  this  ap- 
peal, as  taxed  by  the  clerk,  under  the  ordinary  rule  for  taxing 
costs,  except  that  the  taxation  must  include  the  personal  ex- 
penses of  counsel  in  coming  here  and  attending  upon  the  hear- 
irg  of  the  appeal,  should  be  allowed.     Such  amoimt  should 
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not  be  taxed  as  costs,  but  as  expenditures  under  the  law  in 
question,  taxed  by  direction  of  the  court.  The  particular 
manner  of  arriving  at  the  amount  is  adopted  as  just  and  a 
convenient  one  to  speedily  end  the  matter,  and  not,  neces- 
sarily, as  a  binding  precedent  to  govern  future  matters  of  the 
kind. 

By  the  Court. — On  the  contestants'  appeal  the  judgment  is 
affirmed  ex  necessitate.  On  proponent's  appeal  the  judg- 
ment is  corrected  so  as  to  be  for  $500  for  services  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  and  this  courts  and  $143.76  for  necessary  expendi- 
tures for  litigation  in  the  circuit  court  over  and  above  the 
$200  deducted  from  the  total  in  the  court  below,  and  $24  for 
such  expenditures  on  the  first  appeal  in  this  court,  and  such 
further  sum  as  may  be  taxed  by  the  clerk  imder  the  court's 
direction,  as  indicated  in  the  opinion,  the  whole  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  body  of  the  estate;  and,  as  so  modified  and  perfected, 
the  judgment  on  proponent's  appeal  is  affirmed.  Costs  are 
to  be  taxed  in  favor  of  the  proponent  as  the  prevailing  party 
on  both  appeals. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  March  9,  1909: 

Mabshall,  J.  A  motion  for  a  reargument  on  the  part  of 
the  contestants,  duly  submitted,  has  received  attention,  re- 
sulting in  tlie  following  conclusions : 

Counsel  refer,  at  length,  to  the  use  of  the  words  "The 
United  Presbyterian  Brethren,"  page  2  of  the  statement 
{ante,  p.  182),  when  strict  accuracy  required,  in  place  there- 
of, the  words  "Presbyterian  Church"  or  the  "Presbyterian 
Church  of  the  United  States  of  America."  That  does  not 
bear  upon  the  result  to  the  amount  of  a  feather's  weight. 

Counad  again  refer  to  page  4  of  the  statement  {ante, 
p.  184),  where  notice  is  taken  of  the  fact  that  Elizabeth  al- 
lowed interest  to  go  uncollected  for  many  years,  this  language 
being  used:  "There  was  the  same  habit  during  her  sister's 
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lifetime"  when  she  attended  to  the  business.  Counsel  say 
that  is  wrong,  as  the  evidence  shows  that  one  year  before 
Elizabeth's  death  all  interest  was  collected  and  the  same  cred- 
ited, and  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  there  was  then  a  habit 
of  allowing  interest  to  run  uncollected  for  from  fourteen  to 
seventeen  years,  as  was  done  after  Jane  Ann  died.  Let  us 
sea  In  the  first  place,  the  words  of  the  statement,  if  wrong 
as  claimed,  would  not  affect  the  result  in  any  event  In  the 
second  place,  they  do  not  suggest  that  Jane  Ann  was  in  the 
habit  of  allowing  interest  to  go  uncollected  fourteen  to  seven- 
teen years,  but,  merely,  that  it  was  the  habit  during  her  life- 
time, as  it  was  afterward,  for  interest  to  go  uncollected  for 
years.  Now  to  the  record  on  that.  It  shows,  page  94  of  the 
printed  case,  that  in  1889  the  interest  was  figured  up  on  all 
Elizabeth's  certificates  and  a  statement  was  made  thereof, 
amounting  to  $2,617.80;  that  Elizabeth  handed  in  the  certifi- 
cates to  have  the  interest  figured  up  and  that  a  new  certifi- 
cate for  the  amount  of  such  interest  was  issued,  which  cer- 
tificate and  statement  were  found  among  her  papers  after  she 
^ed.  By  reference  to  the  statement,  pages  111  and  112  of 
the  printed  case,  we  find  that  thirty-eight  certificates  were 
listed  and  that  interest  was  back  for  many  years  on  all  of 
them,  the  longest  time  being  from  December  5,  1873,  or 
nearly  sixteen  years,  and  the  shortest  from  August  3,  1883, 
.about  five  and  one-half  years,  the  average  being  somewhere 
around  eleven  years.  That  seems  to  bear  out  what  is  said  in 
<iur  statement. 

Counsel  further  call  attention  to  page  9  of  the  opinion 
{ante,  p.  188),  where  it  is  said,  "Frame  was  not  an  officer  of 
the  corporation  when  he  testified,"  and  argue  that  it  is  in- 
consistent with  the  following  words,  on  page  5  of  the  state- 
ment (ante,  p.  185),  as  to  the  organic  law  of  the  corporation : 
**Tho8e  in  office  to  hold  till  their  successors  are  elected  and 
qualified,"  in  view  of  the  testimony  of  Carrier  that  at  the 
time  Frame  testified  no  one  had  been  elected  and  had  quali- 
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fied  to  fill  his  place.  Counsel  make  such  argument  upon  the 
theory  that  an  oflBcer  in  a  corporation,  where  the  organic  law 
provides  that  his  term  of  office  shall  continue  till  his  successor 
is  elected  and  qualified,  remains  an  officer  till  such  time  not- 
withstanding his  resignation.  That  is  not  the  law.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  opinion,  i.  e.  even  in 
case  the  corporate  charter  provides  that  the  officer  shall  hold 
till  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified  or  appointed  and 
qualified,  he,  nevertheless,  by  resignation,  without  any  ac- 
ceptance, unless  acceptance  is  specially  required  by  such  char- 
ter, vacates  the  office  for  all  general  purposes.  7  Thomp. 
Comm.  on  Corp.  §  8460;  Fearing  v.  Olenn,  73  Fed.  116. 

Counsel  seem  to  think  that  Browning  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47,. 
was  misapplied.  Quite  plainly  it  is  the  counsel,  not  this 
court,  that  misunderstand  the  case.  It  differs  only  from  the 
dissenting  opinion  in  the  case  and  with  others  we  cited,  no- 
tably Shollenberger  v.  Brinton,  52  Pa.  St.  10,  as  to  what 
should  be  considered  a  ground  of  error  upon  which  there  must, 
be  a  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the  judges  in  order  to  work 
a  reversal.  Fisiier,  Justice,  who  wrote  the  opinion  upon  the- 
motion  for  a  rehearing,  which  evidently  the  counsel  did  not 
read  carefully,  said: 

"I  hold  that  a  majority  of  the  court  must,  in  every  case- 
brought  into  this  court,  agree  upon  error,  before  reversing  a 
judgment  of  the  court  below.  But  when  I  make  this  decla- 
ration I  at  the  same  time  say  that  the  error  must  be  something 
which  could,  under  proper  rules  of  practice,  be  assigned  as 
error." 

Thus  the  court  sustained  the  general  rule,  but  held  that  it 
A\as  applicable  only  to  error  in  the  broad  sense  that  might  in- 
clude many  detail  errors,  as,  for  instance,  that  all  grounds  for 
a  new  trial  required  to  be  raised  by  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
nnd  exception  saved  to  the  order  denying  it,  constitute  but 
one  ground  of  error  within  the  rule.  In  that  case,  that  an 
order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  because  the  verdict  is. 
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contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  because  of  misconduct  of  the 
jury,  if  erroneous,  is  single,  supported,  perhaps,  by  two  rea- 
sons, and  that  a  concurrence  upon  the  reasons  is  not  neces- 
sary. To  that  Judge  Handy  dissented,  holding  failure  of 
concurrence  upon  a  single  ground  of  error,  in  a  much  more 
restricted  sense,  requires  affirmance  of  the  judgment  Ke 
stated  the  position  thus: 

"It  thus  appears  that  although  two  members  of  the  court 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  yet 
they  do  not  agree  that  there  is  any  error  in  any  specific  decis- 
ion or  ruling  of  the  court  below;  and  when  the  grounds  of 
error  assigned  were  considered  by  the  court  below  seriatim,  a 
majority  of  the  court  were,  and  still  are,  of  the  opinion  that 
there  is  no  error  in  any  specific  decision  or  ruling  of  the 
court." 

He  thus  stated  his  conclusion,  basing  the  same  on  iman- 
swerable  logic: 

"Although  a  majority  of  the  court  may  not  agree  in  the 
reason  which  led  each  of  their  minds  to  the  conclusion,  that 
any  specific  rule  or  point  of  law  has  been  erroneously  decided, 
yet  it  is  necessary  that  a  majority  should  concur  in  the  opinion 
that  there  is  error  in  one  and  the  same  rule  or  point  of  law,  as 
held  by  the  court  below.  Otherwise,  if  the  case  goes  back  for 
a  new  trial,  and  the  same  point  arises,  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  would,  necessarily,  be  the  same-  as  was  previously 
made,  because  the  judge  would  be  bound  to  know  that  this 
court  had  held  that  there  was  no  error  in  that  particular  de- 
cision. .  .  ." 

The  learned  judge  further  stated  that  the  natural  result  of 
any  other  rule  would  render  it  impossible  to  finally  determine 
a  jury  case  if  the  trial  judge  adhered  to  his  opinion  and  the 
judges  of  the  appellate  court  adhered  to  their  individual 
views,  and  further  as  to  the  particular  case: 

"The  generality  of  the  assignment  does  not  amalgamate 

points  and  questions  of  law  which  are  in  their  nature  distinct, 

and  which  tJiis  court  must  pronounce  upon  as  legal  que&tiona 

in  deciding  the  casa     Suppose,  on  the  trial,  the  court  below 

Vol.  138  —  14 
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had  granted  the  instructions  at  the  instance  of  the  state.  The 
assignment  of  error  here  on  that  ground,  under  the  strict  rule 
which  formerly  prevailed  here  upon  the  subject,  would  be  a 
general  one,  that  the  court  erred  in  granting  the  instructions 
for  the  state.  And,  in  considering  that  assignment,  the  first 
instruction  comes  up,  and  two  members  of  the  court  think 
that  there  is  no  error  in  it,  the  third  member  considering  it 
erroneous.  It  is  then  settled  that  there  is  no  error  as  to  that. 
The  second  instruotion  is  then  considered,  and  two  members 
are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  as  to  ihat,  one  of  the  ma- 
jority upon  the  first  instruction  thinking  that  there  is  error  in 
it  It  is  then  settled  that  there  is  no  error  as  to  the  second 
instruction.  The  third  is  then  considered,  and  determined 
by  a  majority  of  the  court  to  be  proper,  the  member  who 
agreed  with  the  majority  upon  the  two  other  instructions  dis- 
senting upon  this.  It  would  be  settled  that  there  was  no  error 
in  the  third  instruction.  It  would,  therefore,  clearly  be  the 
judgment  of  the  court  that  there  was  no  error  in  any  of  the 
instructions.  And  how  is  it  possible  that  the  general  mode  of 
assigning  errors  could  make  error  in  that  which  was  not  error 
in  itself,  or  that  several  propositions,  which  in  themselves 
were  distinct  and  separate,  and  ascertained  to  be  correct  and 
proper,  could  be  rendered  erroneous  by  being  considered  to- 
gether T 

Counsel  suggest  that  Bell  v,  Morrison,  27  Miss.  68,  which 
we  cited  in  the  former  opinion,  does  not  apply.  The  diffi- 
culty with  counsel  is  that  they  do  not  understand  that  case, 
and  perhaps  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  since  the  report  is  not 
full.  We  think  it  is  safe  to  take  what  Justice  Handy  said  in 
Brovming  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47,  of  the  result  in  Bell  v.  Mor- 
rison, as  he  wrote  the  opinion  in  the  latter  case.  It  is  evi- 
dent that  the  conclusions  reached  in  such  ease  on  the  motion 
for  rehearing,  which  the  report  shows  was  made,  were  not 
written  out,  and  the  only  evidence  we  have  of  them  is  what 
Justice  Handy  said  in  the  latter  case.     He  there  said : 

"I  consider  this  motion  as  settled  by  the  rule  held  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  BeJl  v.  Morrison,  27  Miss.  68,  where  the 
court  was  divided  in  opinion  upon  two  points  in  the  case,  but 
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there  not  being  a  majority  holding  that  upon  either  of  the 
points  there  was  error.  The  first  impression  of  the  court  in 
that  case  was  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  there  be- 
ing a  majority  of  that  opinion,  as  in  this  case;  but  upon  mo- 
tion after  argument,  the  decision  was  that  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  which  was  accordingly  done,  because  there 
was  not  a  majority  of  the  court  holding  there  was  error  in  any 
of  the  points  decided  by  the  court  below." 

Counsel  concede  that  Cooh  v.  Drew,  3  Stew.  &  P.  392,  and 
must  also  agree  that  Bell  v.  Moirison,  supra,  is  against  them 
irom  any  point  of  view,  and  that  the  same  is  true  of  Brown- 
ing V.  State,  supra,  unless  the  assignment  of  error  that  the 
finding  as  to  legal  capacity  to  make  the  will  and  the  one  as 
to  undue  influence,  so  far  as  error  is  concerned,  are  single. 

Coimsel  argue  that  there  was  but  one  error,  not  two,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  there  were  two  findings  and  two 
specific  claims  of  error,  grounded  on  separate  exceptions, 
made  and  argued.  The  following  quotation  from  Cooh  v. 
Drew,  supra,  shows  that  the  situation  presented  was  exactly 
the  same  as  in  this  case.     The  court  said : 

"One  member  of  the  court  is  for  reversal  on  one  of  the 
IK)ints;  another  on  a  different  point;  and  the  third  thinks 
there  is  no  error  in  the  record.  Hence  it  results  that  though 
a  majority  believe  there  is  error,  this  majority  cannot  concur 
as  to  the  point,  or  matter,  for  reversal,  so  as  to  determine  any 
principle  of  decision.  .  •  .  Tp  authorize  a  reversal,  this  con- 
currence is  required  in  the  result,  on  some  material  point 
necessarily  involved  in  the  case." 

Counsel  fail  to  distinguish  between  a  point  vital  to  a  judg- 
ment and  mere  reasons  bearing  thereon. 

Counsel  also  concede  that  Shollenberger  v.  Brinton,  52  Pa. 
St.  10,  was  governed  by  the  same  rule  as  that  which  prevailed 
in  Cook  V,  Drew,  supra,  but  avoid  the  result  by  suggesting 
that  all  of  the  exceptions  to  the  findings  constituted  but  one 
ground  of  error.  If  that  were  correct,  in  a  case  involving 
finy  number  of  findings  of  fact,  each  vital  t»  the  case,  and 
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each  specially  excepted  to  as  wrong,  and  one  out  of  seven  jus- 
tices was  of  the  opinion  that  some  specific  finding  was  con- 
trary to  the  evidence,  being  opposed  by  his  six  brethren,  and 
the  same  condition  existed  as  to  three  other  findings,  a  dif- 
ferent justice,  however,  as  to  each  such  finding  being  for  a 
Reversal,  the  judgment  would  have  to  be  reversed.  It  would 
be  hardly  possible  to  think  of  anything  more  absurd. 

Counsel  refer  to  Pollock  v.  C,  Heimicke  Co.  64  Ark.  180, 
46  S.  W.  185.  True,  that  is  an  adverse  decision.  Its  glar^ 
ing  infirmity  is  plainly  pictured  by  Blackwood,  special 
judge,  in  an  able  dissenting  opinion.  He  said,  in  substance: 
There  is  no  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the  judges  on  any 
])oint.  There  are  a  majority  of  minorities  in  favor  of  error. 
The  result  of  a  decision  that  there  is  fatal  error  is  this :  In 
case  of  another  cause,  similar  in  every  respect,  being  submit- 
ted below  and  the  court  following  the  majority  opinion  now 
made,  it  would  arrive  at  a  result  entirely  different  from  the 
decision  now  given.  It  would  necessarily  be  contrary  to  the 
majority  view  of  a  majority  of  the  judges  on  the  identical 
point  in  this  case.  He  said  in  concluding,  very  properly,  "It 
strikes  me  as  an  effort  to  make  one  right  out  of  two  wrongs. 
The  result  announced  by  a  majority  of  the  learned  judges  is 
arrived  at  by  a  species  of  logic  which  T  am  unable  to  compre- 
hend, and  therefore  unwilling  to  sanction," 

The  Arkansas  court  seems  to  have  been  misled  by  Ashby 
V,  White,  2  Ld.  Raym.  938,  950,  which,  when  examined,  is 
found  not  to  involve  any  question,  whatever,  as  to  the  dispo- 
sition of  a  case  on  appeal  from  a  trial  court  where  a  majority 
are  unable  to  agree  as  to  the  existence  of  a  specific  harmful 
error.  Investigation  shows  probability  that  the  English  case 
was  not  examined  by  the  Arkansas  court,  but  was  taken  from 
the  citation  in  Eam's  Legal  Judgments,  53,  which  is  also  cited 
by  the  Arkansas  court  It  will  be  seen,  by  examination,  that 
the  text-writer  was  not  dealing  with  the  subject  under  discus- 
sion in  this  case  at  all,  but  the  subject  of  the  disposition  of  a 
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cause  tried  originally,  not  on  appeal,  before  a  bench  of  judges. 
In  that  case  minorities,  in  reason,  unite,  if  the  individuals 
by  different  processes  of  reasoning  reach  the  same  result, 
failure  to  appreciate  the  difference  between  that  situation 
and  the  reversal  of  a  case  on  appeal  on  errors  assigned,  is 
doubtless  what  led  to  the  decree  in  Smith  v.  U.  8.  6  Pet  292, 
303.  So  the  basis  for  the  decision  by  the  Arkansas  court  en- 
tirely drops  out 

Counsel  make  a  further  reference  to  Ditch  v.  Bennett,  IIG 
HI.  288,  6  N.  E.  395,  as  being  squarely  in  favor  of  contest- 
ants* position.  Why  that  case  was  cited  we  are  imable  to 
comprehend,  because  it  does  not  deal  with  the  subject  under 
discussion  or  have  the  remotest  reference  to  it.  There  was 
no  assignment  of  error  whatever  in  that  case  and  the  appeal 
was  dismissed  upon  that  ground,  all  the  justices  concurring. 

Counsel  seem  to  think  that  our  suggestion  that  the  views  of 
Judge  Haitoy  in  Browning  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47,  were  later 
referred  to  in  the  same  court  with  high  commendation,  was 
not  warranted,  and  that  the  reference,  such  as  was  made  in 
the  later  case,  was  a  doubtful  commendation.  Perhaps  the 
best  solution  of  that  may  be  made  by  quoting  the  language  of 
Judge  Whitfiexd,  who  wrote  for  the  court  on  the  motion  for 
rehearing  (Lipscomb  v.  State,  75  Miss.  559,  623,  23  South. 
210,  230) : 

"Judge  Handy^s  opinion  in  that  case  is  said  to  be  a  very 
powerful  one,  and  it  certainly  is,  and,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
writer,  is  the  sound  view." 

That  was  as  far  as  it  was  permissible  to  go,  as  the  point 
was  not  then  vital.  One  cannot  well  read  Judge  Whit- 
field's opinion  without  concluding  that,  had  such  point  been 
vital,  the  court  would  have  returned  to  the  doctrine  which 
Judge  Handy  said  ruled  Bell  v,  MoTrison,  and  which  his 
brethren  disclaimed  intending  to  depart  from,  but  did,  as 
Judge  Handy  reasoned,  by  grouping  vital  points  of  error  as 
mere  reasons  in  support  of  a  single  assignment 
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There  is  a  clasa  of  cases  such  as  Foltz  v,  Merrill,  11  Kan.. 
479 ;  Wood  v.  Chapin,  13  X.  Y.  509 ;  and  Oakley  v.  Aspvw- 
wallj  1  Duer,  1,  holding  that  where  a  majority  are  for  aflSrm- 
ance,  but  on  different  grounds,  the  judgment  should  not  be 
reversed.  They  are  not  out  of  harmony  with  Cook  ^.  Drew, 
s^ipra,  and  similar  cases.  Of  course  a  judgment  is  always  ta 
be  affirmed  unless  there  is  a  majority  for  reversal,  and,  as  we 
think,  agreeing  upon  a  specific  ground  of  error,  which  could 
not  be  possible  if  a  majority  were  for  affirmance,  even  on  dif- 
ferent grounds.     The  former  leads,  logically,  to  the  latter. 

We  are  unable  to  see  any  other  orderly  way  to  dispose  of 
an  appeal  in  the  circumstances  of  this  one,  except  according 
to  the  rule  in  Cook  v.  Drew,  3  Stew.  &  P.  392,  and  like  cases. 
If  the  rule  contended  for  were  to  prevail,  a  jury  case  could 
never  be  terminated,  if  both  sides  persisted  and  courts  ad- 
hered to  their  views,  and  the  judgment  in  an  equity  case 
would  create  this  anomalous  situation:  The  judgment  on  its 
face  would  be  a  precedent  to  sustain  either  of  the  several  posi- 
tions taken  by  the  several  minorities,  though  looking  at  the 
determination  as  to  each  of  the  subsidiary  questions,  the 
precedent  would  be  the  other  way.  Such  confusion  should  be 
avoided  by  adopting  the  more  logical  rule,  as  we  have  dcme. 

By  the  Court. — The  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  denied,  with 
$25  costs. 
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EoLEY,  Eespondent^  vs.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 

Railway  Company,  Appellant. 

November  11,  1908— March  9, 1909. 

ConsiitutionaJ  Jaw:  Equal  protection  of  the  laws:  Due  process  of  law: 
Corporations:  **Per8ons:"  Classification  for  legislative  purposes: 
Railroad  companies:  Liability  for  injuries  t6  employees:  Ques- 
tions for  jury:  Depriving  courts  of  judicial  power:  Statutes: 
Partial  invalidity:  Police  power:  Contributory  negligence:  Com- 
parative negligence:  Liberty  of  contract:  Injuries  if»  other 
states, 

1.  Corporations  are  entitled  to  the  same  protection  as  Indlyiduals 

under  the  constitutional  guaranties  of  liberty  and  equality,  and 
are  "persons,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  XlVth  amendment. 
Const,  of  U.  S.,  providing  that  no  state  shall  deprive  any  per- 
son of  property  without  due  process  of  law  or  deny  to  any  per- 
son the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

2.  The  rule  of  equality  before  the  law  does  not  preclude  classifica- 

tion for  legislative  purposes,  if  the  classification  is  not  arbitrary 
but  is  based  upon  substantial  distinctions,  is  germane  to  the 
purpose  of  the  law,  is  not  based  on  existing  circumstances  only 
so  that  there  can  be  no  change  in  the  membership  of  a  class, 
and  provided  the  law  applies  equally  to  all  members  of  each 
class. 

3.  The  necessity  and  propriety  of  such  classification  are  to  be  de- 

termined by  the  legislature,  and  if  made  in  conformity  with  the 
rules  above  mentioned  it  cannot  be  disturbed  by  the  courts. 

4.  The  business  of  operating  a  railroad  differs  from  others  in  its 

nature,  in  its  relation  to  the  public,  and  in  its  peculiar  dangers 
to  employees  and  to  the  public,  so  as  to  justify  special  regula- 
tion, and  to  that  end  the  separation  of  railroad  companies  into 
a  class  for  purposes  of  legislation  having  for  its  object  the  pro- 
tection of  their  employees  and  the  safety  of  the  public. 

5.  Ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907, — amending  sec.  1816,  Stats.   (1898),  and 

imposing  upon  every  railroad  company  liability  for  all  injuries 
sustained  by  any  employee  thereof  (except  employees  working 
in  shops  and  ofl\ces)  while  engaged  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as 
Buch,  caused  in  whole  or  in  greater  part  by  negligence  of  any 
other  employee  of  such  company, — is  designed  to  enforce  greater 
care  on  tho  part  of  the  companies  in  the  selection  of  employees 
and  thereby  to  secure  not  only  protection  for  the  employees  but 
the  safety  of  the  public,  and  is  not  invalid  under  the  constitu- 
tional guaranties  as  to  due  process  of  law  and  equal  protection 
of  the  laws. 
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6.  It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  such  legislation  that  its  opera- 

tion should  be  confined  to  employees  actually  engaged  in  oper- 
ating trains  or  incurring  risks  peculiar  to  the  railroad  busi- 
ness,— the  special  regulation  having  reference  to  railroad  com- 
panies as  a  class,  and  not  necessarily  to  any  particular  class 
of  employees. 

7.  Office  and  shop  employees  of  railroad  companies  are  sufficiently 

distinct  in  their  employment  and  relation  to  the  conduct  of  the 
business  to  Justify  the  legislature,  within  the  field  of  its  dis- 
cretion and  with  regard  to  public  policy,  in  exempting  them 
from  the  operation  of  the  law. 

8.  Subd.  5  of  said  sec.  1816,  Stats.,  as  amended  by  ch.  254,  Laws  of 

1907  (providing  that  "in  all  cases  under  this  act  the  question 
of  negligence  and  contributory  negligence  shall  be  for  the 
Jury"),  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  law  as  it  existed,  namely, 
that  when  the  court  has  found  that  there  is  legal  evidence 
tending  to  show  negligence  or  contributory  negligence  it  is  for 
the  Jury  to  determine  from  thi5  evidence  adduced  whether  neg- 
ligence or  contributory  negligence  in  fact  existed.  It  does  not. 
therefore,  deprive  the  courts  of  any  Judicial  power  vested  in 
them  by  the  constitution  (art.  VII,  sec.  2). 

9.  Even  if  said  subd.  5  were  construed  as  conferring  Judicial  power 

upon  Juries  its  invalidity  would  not  render  the  other  portions 
of  the  act  invalid,  it  being  a  separate  and  distinct  provision, 
not  the  compensation  for  or  Inducement  to  the  enactment  of 
such  other  portions. 

10.  Subd.  3,  4,  of  said  sec.  1816  (providing.  In  effect,  that  contribu- 

tory negligence  of  the  Injured  employee  shall  be  no  bar  to  a 
recovery  If  the  negligence  of  the  company  or  other  employee 
contributed  In  a  greater  degree  to  the  Injury)  are  within  the 
legislative  power  of  police  regulation,  and  cannot  be  held  so 
arbitrary  and  unreasonable  as  to  be  invalid  under  the  consti- 
tutional guaranties  of  equal  protection  and  due  process  of  law. 

11.  Subd.  6  of  said  sec.  1816  (providing  that  no  contract,  rule,  or  reg- 

ulation shall  exempt  a  railroad  company  from  the  full  liability 
Imposed  by  the  act)  Is  a  proper  provision,  within  the  discre- 
tion of  the  legislature,  to  secure  to  employees  the  benefits  of 
the  rights  created,  and  does  not  unduly  infringe  the  company's 
right  to  liberty  of  contract. 

12.  Subd.  8  of  said  sec.  1816  (which  seeks  to  extend  the  rights  and 

liabilities  created  by  the  act  to  cases  where  the  Injuries  were 
received  In  another  state  If  the  contract  of  employment  was 
made  In  this  state)  deals  with  a  subject  Independent  of  and 
severable  from  the  other  parts  of  the  act,  and  If  Invalid  does 
not  render  the  whole  law  Invalid.  [Whether  said  subd.  8  Is 
invalid  or  not  is  not  determined.] 
Mabshall.  J.,  dlssentiL 
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Appeai.  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Brown 
county :  S.  D.  Hastings,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirtned: 

Plaintiff  brings  this  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages 
alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  reason  of  the  loss  of  an  eye 
and  the  physician's  and  nursing  bills  incurred  as  the  result 
of  an  injury  which  he  claims  was  due  to  the  negligent  and 
careless  manner  in  which  other  employees  of  the  defendant 
performed  their  duties.  On  July  2,  1907,  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged with  other  employees  of  the  defendant  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  wire  fence  along  the  defendant's  right  of  way.  The 
company's  foreman  had  directed  them  to  take  certain  wire 
off  an  old  fence.  The  wire  was  held  in  place  by  staples  and 
these  were  to  be  pulled  out  Plaintiff  was  advancing  toward 
a  fence  post  with  a  hammer,  intending  to  pull  out  the  staples, 
when  two  of  the  other  employees,  by  pulling  upon  the  wire, 
pulled  a  staple  out  of  the  post  The  staple  flew  into  the  air, 
struck  plaintiff  in  his  right  eye,  and  blinded  him.  The  action 
is  brought  under  ch.  *254,  Laws  of  1907.  The  court  over- 
ruled defendant's  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  This  is  an  ap- 
peal from  the  order  of  the  court  overruling  the  demurrer  and 
allowing  the  defendant  to  answer  within  twenty  days  upon 
the  usual  terms. 

H.  0,  Fair  child  J  attorney,  and  Burton  Hanson,  of  counsel, 
for  the  appellant 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Minahan  &  Mina- 
lian,  and  oral  argument  by  Y,  I,  MinaJian. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  6,  1909 : 

SiEBECKBB,  J.  Plaintiff's  right  to  recover  on  the  alleged 
cause  of  action  is  founded  on  the  provisions  of  sec.  1816, 
Stats.  (1898),  as  amended  by  ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907.  There 
is  no  claim  that  the  facts  alleged  in  his  complaint  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant  at  common  law  or  un- 
der sec.  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  as  it  stood  prior  to  its  amend- 
ment by  ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907.  The  lower  court  sustained 
the  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  sec.  181G,  Stats.  (1898), 


218  SUPEEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Mak. 

Kiley  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  138  Wie.  215. 

in  its  amended  form  is  valid.  The  defendant  avers  that  the 
amended  statute  creates  liabilities  and  imposes  burdens  which 
are  forbidden  by  sees.  1,  9,  13,  22,  art  I,  of  the  state  consti- 
tution and  by  the  XlVth  amendment  to  the  federal  constitu- 
tion. The  alleged  obnoxious  provisions  of  the  statute  were 
added  by  the  amendatory  act,  which  is  embraced  in  ch.  254, 
Laws  of  1907.  It  is  therefore  contended,  if  this  act  is  in- 
valid, that  the  provisions  of  sec.  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  as  it 
stood  prior  to  such  amendment^  are  still  in  force  as  the  law 
on  the  subject  The  provisions  of  ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907, 
are  assailed  as  invalid  legislation  upon  several  grounds. 

It  is  first  contended  that  the  enacting  part  of  this  chapter 
and  snbd.  1,  2,  and  9  must  read  together,  and  that  when  so 
considered  the  act  is  unconstitutional  because  it  denies  to  rail- 
road companies  equal  protection  and  due  process  of  law. 
These  provisions  are: 

'^Every  railroad  company  shall  be  liable  for  damages  for 
all  injuries,  whether  resulting  in  death  or  not,  sustained  by 
any  of  its  employees,  subject  to  the  provisions  hereinafter 
contained  regarding  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  injured  employee: 

"(1)  When  such  injury  is  caused  by  a  defect  in  any  loco- 
motive, engine,  car,  rail,  track,  roadbed,  machinery  or  appli- 
ance used  by  its  employees  in  and  about  the  business  of  their 
employment. 

"(2)  When  such  injury  shall  have  been  sustained  by  any 
officer,  agent,  servant  or  employee  of  such  company,  while  en- 
gaged in  the  line  of  his  duty  as  such  and  which  such  injury 
shall  have  been  caused  in  whole  or  in  greater  part  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  any  other  officer,  agent,  servant  or  employee  of  such 
company  in  the  discharge  of,  or  by  reason  of  failure  to  dis- 
charge, his  duty  as  such." 

"(9)  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  em- 
ployees working  in  shops  and  offices."  . 

There  is  no  controversy  raised  as  to  the  rights  of  persona 
under  the  provisions  of  the  state  and  federal  constitutions 
guaranteeing  to  all  persona  the  equal  protection  and  due 
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process  of  law.  It  is,  however,  contended  that  the  legislature 
had  no  power  to  impose  on  railroad  corporations  only  the  bur- 
dens and  liabilities  embraced  in  this  statute,  and  thus  to  ex- 
empt all  other  corporations,  persons,  and  associations  from 
these  burdens  and  liabilities.  Appellant's  chief  contention 
is  that  this  legislation  is  discriminatory  against  railroad  com- 
panies and  violates  both  the  state  and  federal  constitutions 
forbidding  arbitrary  and  special  legislation  and  the  constitu- 
tional guaranties  of  due  process  and  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.  It  is  said  that  corporations  are  entitled  to  the  rights 
of  a  person  within  these  constitutional  guaranties  of  liberty 
and  equality  and  that  they  are  afforded  the  same  protection 
as  individuals  against  an  invasion  of  these  rights.  They 
must  be  granted  equal  means  and  equal  access  to  the  courts 
for  the  protection  of  their  rights,  and  the  imposition  of  bur- 
dens, liabilities,  and  charges  which  are  not  imposed  on  all 
others  under  the  same  circumstances  is  forbidden.  These 
rights  of  corporations  were  recently  recognized  in  the  case 
of  Phipps  V.  Wis.  Cent.  B.  Co.  133  Wis.  153,  113  K  W. 
456.  As  declared  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Covington 
£  L.  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Sandford,  164  U.  S.  578,  592, 17  Sup.  Ct. 
203: 

"It  is  now  settled  that  corporations  are  persons  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisions  forbidding  the  depri- 
vation of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  as  well  as  a 
denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws'*  (citing  cases). 

Since,  then,  the  railroad  company,  which  is  the  defendant, 
under  these  constitutional  provisions  is  protected  as  an  indi- 
vidual in  its  rights,  the  question  recurs,  Do  the  provisions  of 
ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907,  violate  these  rights  ?  As  this  court, 
stated  in  the  Phipps  Case: 

^'When  by  statute  a  person,  natural  or  artificial,  is  denied 
an  equal  remedy  in  the  law  or  equal  protection  in  the  courts, 
such  statute  is  void  [citing].  To  this  broad  rule  of  equality^ 
of  all  persons  before  the  law  is  the  exception  of  the  right  un- 
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•der  certain  circumstances  of  proper  classification,  but  this 
classification  must  be  reasonable  and  based  upon  certain  rules 
which  bear  a  just  relation  to  the  act  in  respect  to  which  the 
•classification  is  made  [citing]  " 

That  such  classification  must  be  based  upon  substantial  dis- 
tinctions, be  germane  to  the  purpose,  cannot  rest  on  existing 
<;ircumstances  only,  nor  preclude  additions  to  those  included 
in  the  class,  and  must  apply  equally  to  all  within,  received 
full  elaboration  in  that  case  and  the  cases  there  collated  and 
need  not  be  repeated  here.  The  power  of  classification  for 
legislative  purposes  has  existed  at  all  times  as  an  incident  of 
legislative  power,  and  exists  now  unless  expressly  forbidden 
by  the  constitution.  It  is  also  well  recognized  that  the  neces- 
sity and  propriety  of  such  classification  are  to  be  determined 
by  the  legislative  branch  of  the  government  and  cannot  be 
<Jisturbed  when  exercised  within  the  limitations  imposed. 
We  must  then  determine  whether  the  legislature  by  this  leg- 
islation has  violated  cccopted  rules  of  classification. 

The  statute  imposes  liabilities  on  railroad  companies  for 
all  injuries  sustained  by  any  of  its  ofiicers,  agents,  servants, 
or  employees  while  in  the  performance  of  their  duties,  which 
may  be  caused,  in  whole  or  in  greater  part,  by  the  negligence 
of  other  officers,  agents,  servants,  or  employees,  those  working 
in  shops  and  offices  being  excepted.  It  is  strenuously  urged 
that  the  imposition  of  these  burdens  and  liabilities  on  rail- 
road companies  only,  as  a  class,  violates  their  right  to  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law,  and  that,  being  a  classification 
based  upon  the  character  of  the  corporation,  it  furnishes  no 
reasonable  distinction  or  necessity  for  separating  them  into 
a  class  for  purposes  of  legislation.  To  ascertain  wherein  dis- 
tinction is  made  by  the  legislature  between  railroad  com- 
panies and  individuals  and  other  corporations  and  associa- 
tions we  must  consider  the  nature  and  object  of  the  regula- 
tion as  well  as  the  provisions  prescribing  rules  for  the  regula- 
tion of  railroad  companies  as  a  class.  The  context  of  this 
statute  shows  that  railroad  companies  are  separated  into  a 
class  for  legislative  regulation  respecting  their  liability  to 
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their  employees  for  injuries  caused  by  their  negligence  or  the 
negligence  of  other  employees  in  the  course  of  their  employ- 
ment. Is  the  railroad  business  distinguished  in  character 
from  all  other  businesses  so  as  to  justify  special  regulation  of 
it^  as  is  done  by  this  law  ?  This  we  think  must  be  answered 
in  the  affirmative.  The  business  of  operating  a  railroad  dif- 
fers from  others  in  its  nature,  in  its  relation  to  the  public,  and 
in  the  peculiar  dangers  and  hazards  as  regards  its  employees 
and  the  public.  These  characteristics  clearly  distinguish  the 
railroad  from  any  other  business  and  call  for  regulation  to 
meet  the  conditions  and  exigencies  peculiar  to  it  and  such  as 
are  wholly  inapplicable  to  any  other  business.  The  object  of 
Uiis  law  is  to  attain  reasonable  protection  to  its  employees  and 
to  secure  the  safety  of  the  public  The  legislature  seeks  to 
attain  this  through  the  imposition  of  these  unusual  burdens 
and  liabilities,  thereby  securing  from  railroad  companies  the 
exercise  of  a  degree  of  care  in  the  selection  of  competent  and 
careful  employees  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  commen- 
surate with  the  hazards  and  dangers  to  its  employees  and  the 
insecurity  of  the  public  Securing  the  safety  of  the  public, 
in  addition  to  the  protection  of  its  employees,  is  an  important 
feature  which  distinguishes  a  railroad  business  from  any 
other,  and  is  an  important  consideration  in  separating  rail- 
roads into  a  class  by  themselves  for  legislative  purposes.  The 
following  cases,  selected  from  many  others,  are  authorities 
holding  statutes  similar  to  that  contained  in  ch.  254,  Laws  of 
1907,  valid  within  the  provisions  of  the  state  and  federal  con- 
stitutions guaranteeing  equal  protection  and  due  process  of 
law: 

In  the  case  of  Mo.  Pac.  B.  Co,  v.  MacJcey,  127  TJ.  S.  205, 
8  Sup.  Ct  1161,  the  court  considered  a  Kansas  statute  which 
enacted  that: 

"Every  railroad  company  .  .  .  shall  be  liable  for  all  dam- 
ages done  to  any  employee  of  such  company  in  consequence 
of  any  negligence  of  its  agents,  or  by  any  mismanagement  of 
its  engineers  or  other  employees,  to  any  person  sustaining 
such  damage." 
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In  considering  the  claim  that  it  was  unconstitutional  leg- 
islation the  court  says : 

"It  [the  claim]  seems  to  rest  upon  the  theory  that  legisla- 
tion which  is  special  in  its  character  is  necessarily  within  the 
constitutional  inhibition ;  but  nothing  can  be  further  from  the 
fact.  The  greater  part  of  all  legislation  is  special,  either  in 
the  objects  sought  to  be  attained  by  it  or  in  the  extent  of  its 
application.  •  .  .  And  when  legislation  applies  to  particular 
bodies  or  associations,  imposing  upon  them  additional  liabili- 
ties, it  is  not  open  to  the  objection  that  it  denies  to  them  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws  if  all  persons  brought  under  its 
influence  are  treated  alike  under  the  same  conditions.  .  .  . 
It  is  conceded  that  corporations  are  persons  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  amendment  [citing].  But  the  hazardous  character 
of  the  business  of  operating  a  railway  would  seem  to  call  for 
special  legislation  with  respect  to  railroad  corporations,  hav- 
ing for  its  object  the  protection  of  their  employees  as  well  as 
the  safety  of  the  public  The  business  of  other  corporations 
is  not  subject  to  similar  dangers  to  their  employees,  and  no 
objections,  therefore,  can  be  made  to  the  legislation  on  the 
ground  of  its  making  an  unjust  discrimination.  It  meets  a 
particular  necessity,  and  all  railroad  corporations  are,  without 
distinction,  made  subject  to  the  same  liabilities.  As  said  by 
the  court  below,  it  is  simply  a  question  of  legislative  discre- 
tion whether  the  same  liabilities  shall  be  applied  to  carriers  by 
canal  and  stage  coaches  and  to  persons  and  corporations  using 
steam  in  manufactories." 

In  Tidlis  V.  L.  E.  £  W.  R.  Co.  175  U.  S.  348,  20  Sup.  Ct 
136,  the  court  had  under  consideration  the  validity  of  an 
act  of  the  Indiana  legislature  providing  that  railroad  com- 
panies should  be  liable  for  injuries  to  tlieir  employees  result- 
ing from  the  negligence  of  fellow-servants.  The  provisions 
of  the  act  extended  to  the  same  class  of  railroad  employees 
as  the  act  now  before  us  and  was  attacked  in  the  federal  court 
upon  similar  grounds,  but  the  court  held  that  it  was  proper 
to  treat  railroads  as  a  class  by  themselves  for  the  purposes  of 
such  regulation,  and  that  it  was  a  valid  enactment,  reaffirm- 
ing the  doctrine  of  the  Afaclxy  and  other  cases  upholding 
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similar  statutes  of  the  states  of  Iowa  and  Ohio.  See  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Herrick,  127  U.  S.  210,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1176;  Chicago,  K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Poniius,  157  XT.  S.  209, 
15  Sup.  Ct  685 ;  Peirce  v.  Van  Dusen,  78  Fed.  693,  47  TJ.  S. 
App.  339. 

Recurring  to  this  class  of  legislation  in  our  state,  we  find 
the  first  enactment  was  embodied  in  ch.  173,  Laws  of  1876, 
under  which  railroad  companies  were  made  liable  "for  all 
damages  sustained  within  this  state  by  any  employee,  servant 
or  agent  of  such  company  while  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as  such, 
and  which  shall  have  been  caused  by  the  carelessness  or  neg- 
ligence of  any  other  agent,  employee  or  servant,"  and  that  no 
contract,  receipt,  rule,  or  regulation  should  exempt  the  com- 
pany from  such  liability.  In  the  case  of  Diihemer  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  47  Wis"  138,  2  N.  W.  69,  this  court  held  that 
this  statute  was  not  obnoxious  to  the  constitutional  provision 
prohibiting  unequal  and  partial  legislation  on  general  sub- 
jects. The  court  expressly  rejects  the  views  expressed  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Iowa  court  (Deppe  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
36  Iowa,  62)  respecting  the  proper  basis  of  classification, 
and  sustains  the  law,  though  it  found  that  it  was  not  re- 
stricted in  its  operation  to  such  injuries  as  were  sustained 
from  •  the  negligent  operation  of  railway  trains.  The  court 
there  rejected  the  holding  of  the  Iowa  court  which  so  re- 
stricted the  application  of  the  statuta  In  the  light  of  tliis 
declaration  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  further  consider 
the  Iowa  case  as  an  authoritative  construction  of  our  early 
statute. 

It  is  contended  that  the  true  basis  of  classification  is  the 
one  declared  by  the  court  in  Lavallee  v.  St.  P.,  M.  &  M.  R. 
Co.  40  Minn.  249,  41  N.  W.  974,  which  in  effect  declares 
that  the  reason  for  treating  railroad  companies  as  a  separate 
class  for  regulations  of  the  nature  of  those  embraced  in  the 
law  under  consideration  is  based  on  the  peculiar  hazards  to 
employees  incident  to  ''the  use  and  operation  of  railroads,'' 
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and  that  it  is  restricted  to  those  whose  injuries  are  the  "re- 
sult of  such  dangers/'  Johnson  v.  St  P.  &  D.  B,  Co.  43- 
Minn.  222,  45  N.  W.  156.  As  we  have  shown,  the  ground 
for  classifying  railroads  separately  for  the  purposes  of  such 
legislation  is  not  only  to  protect  the  employees  against  the 
peculiar  dangers  and  hazards  incident  to  the  operation  of  the- 
railroad,  hut  also  the  security  of  the  public. 

The  exemption  of  shop  and  oflBoe  employees  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  law  seems  an  appropriate  one,  because  they  are 
not  engaged  in  that  part  of  the  business  which  exposes  them^ 
to  the  unusual  dangers  and  hazards  of  the  business ;  nor  does 
their  conduct  bear  so  directly  in  securing  the  safety  of  the 
public  It  is  suggested  that  this  exemption  is  improper  be- 
cause these  employees  may  be  subjected  to  hazards  or  perils- 
equally  dangerous  to  those  to  which  other  employees  are  sub- 
jected. Conceding  that  this  may  be  true,  still  that  would 
not  invalidate  the  classification.  We  do  not  find  the  legis- 
lative power  to  classify  confined  within  such  narrow  limits. 
As  declared  by  this  court  in  State  v.  Evams,  130  Wis.  381,. 
HON.  W.  241: 

"Each  new  exercise  of  the  power  of  police  regulation  pre- 
sents anew  to  the  courts  the  question  of  possible  relationship- 
betwoen  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the  classed  and 
the  object  and  purposes  of  the  regulation.  As  to  the  cogency 
or  propriety  of  either  the  regulations  made  or  of  the  im- 
portance of  the  distinctions  .  .  .  the  courts  have  little  con- 
cern. Those  subjects  rest  with  the  legislature,  and  only 
when  the  court  ...  is  compelled  to  say  that  no  one,  in  the 
exercise  of  human  reason  and  discretion,  could  honestly  reach 
a  conclusion  that  distinctions  exist  having  any  relation  to  the 
purpose  and  policy  of  the  legislation  can  it  deny  it  validity 
[citing]." 

Nor  are  distinctions  between  individuals  of  one  class  and*^^ 
of  another  the  criteria  merely  of  a  classification. 

*The  question  to  be  considered,  however,  is  the  distinction* 
between  the  classes  as  classes,  whether  there  are  character- 


9]  JANUAEY  TERM,  1909.  225 

Kiley  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  B.  Co.  138  Wis.  215. 

istics  which,  in  a  greater  degree,  persist  through  the  one  class 
than  in  the  other,  which  justify  legal  discrimination  between 
them  [citing]." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  office  and  shop  employees  are 
sufficiently  distinct  in  their  employment  and  relation  to  the 
conduct  of  the  railroad  business  to  justify  the  legislature, 
within  the  field  of  its  discretion  and  with  regard  to  public 
policy,  in  exempting  them  from  the  operation  of  the  law. 
Chicago,  K.  £  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Pontius,  167  XT.  S.  209,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  585 ;  Minneapolis  &  St  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Eerriclc,  127  U.  S. 
210,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1176 ;  Callahan  v.  St  Louis  M.  B.  T.  B.  Co. 
170  Mo.  473,  71  S.  W.  208;  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St  L.  B. 
Co.  V.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  1,  49  N.  E.  582;  Georgia  B.  & 
B.  B.  Co.  V.  Miller,  90  Ga.  571,  16  S.  E.  939 ;  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  B.  Co.  V.  Matthews,  174  U.  S.  96,  19  Sup.  Ct.  609 ; 
Employers'  Liability  Cases,  207  U.  S.  463,  28  Sup.  Ct.  141. 

It  is  contended  that  the  legislature  intended  to  deprive  the 
courts  of  their  judicial  functions,  as  conferred  on  them  by 
sec.  2,  art  VII,  of  the  state  constitution,  by  the  provisions  of 
subd.  5  of  sec.  1816,  as  amended,  and  to  confer  such  func- 
tions on  juries,  as  they  are  constituted  by  the  state  constitu- 
tion. The  powers  conferred  on  courts  and  juries  by  these 
constitutional  provisions  were  well  defined  in  the  established 
system  of  jurisprudence  in  this  country  at  the  time  of  their 
adoption.  This  court  interpreted  these  constitutional  provis- 
ions as  conferring  on  court  and  jury  those  well-defined 
powers  as  they  existed  and  had  been  repeatedly  exercised  by 
court  and  jury  under  the  common  law.  In  Callanan  v.  Judd, 
23  Wis.  343,  in  speaking  of  the  significance  of  the  phrase 
"judicial  power  as  to  matters  of  law  and  equity,"  employed 
in  the  constitution,  as  applied  to  the  courts,  the  court  de- 
clares : 

"In  actions  at  law  they  had  the  power  of  determining  ques- 
tions of  law,  and  were  required  to  submit  questions  of  fact 
to  a  jury.     When  the  constitution,  therefore,  vested  in  cer- 
VoL.  138  —  15 
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tain  courts  judicial  power  in  matters  at  law,  this  would  be 
construed  as  vesting  such  power  as  the  courts,  under  the  Eng- 
lish and  American  system  of  jurisprudence,  had  always  exer- 
cised in  that  class  of  actions.  It  would  not  import  that  they 
were  to  decide  questions  of  fact,  because  such  was  not  the  ju- 
dicial power  in  such  actions.  And  the  constitution  does  not 
attempt  to  define  judicial  power  in  these  matters,  but  speaks 
of  it  as  a  thing  existing  and  understood." 

See,  also,  Oatman  v.  Bond,  15  Wis.  20 ;  Klein  v.  Valerius, 
8Y  Wis.  64,  57  IST.  W.  1112 ;  Janesville  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis. 
288,  46  N.  W.  128. 

Under  the  system  of  law  as  it  then  existed  it  devolved  on 
the  court  to  determine  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
tending  to  prove  a  fact;  and  when  the  court  had  judicially 
ascertained  that  the  evidence  adduced  tended  to  establish  the 
constituent  facts  of  the  matter  at  issue,  it  then  devolved  on 
the  jury  to  determine  whether,  upon  the  evidence,  the  fact 
was  satisfactorily  proven.  The  powers  of  the  court  and  jury 
in  the  administration  of  the  law  in  these  respects  were  dis- 
tinct and  well  defined  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  our  con- 
stitution and  became  vested  in  the  court  and  jury  by  its  pro- 
visions. They  cannot  be  abrogated  or  modified  by  legisla- 
tive action  to  the  extent  of  impairing,  in  any  degree,  the  judi- 
cial power.  Under  the  constitution  courts  have  become 
vested  with  the  judicial  power  to  determine  the  questions  of 
tlie  legal  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  ^tablish  the  rights  of 
the  parties  at  issue  and  to  apply  the  law  to  the  facts  when 
found,  and  this  power  cannot  be  withdra^vn  from  them  and 
conferred  on  juries. 

Did  the  legislature  intend  by  the  provisions  of  subd.  5  of 
sec  1816,  as  amended,  to  confer  judicial  power,  vested  in 
the  court,  on  the  jury  ?  It  declares :  "In  all  cases  under  this 
act  the  question  of  negligence  and  contributory  n^ligence 
shall  be  for  the  jury."  In  their  general  sense  the  words  are 
but  a  declaration  of  the  law  as  it  exists,  namely,  that  when 
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the  ooTirt  has  found  that  there  is  legal  evidence  tending  to 
show  negligence  or  contributory  negligence,  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine  from  the  evidence  adduced  whether  negligence 
or  contributory  negligence  exists.  This  interpretation  of  the 
provision  does  not  make  a  change  in  the  law  and  cannot 
affect  the  rights  of  any  person.  It  is,  however,  asserted  that 
if  the  phraseology  of  this  provision  be  considered  in  connec- 
tion with  other  parts  of  the  law  which  pertain  to  the  duties 
of  the  jury  in  these  cases  and  the  general  purpose  and  object 
of  the  act,  it  is  apparent  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
confer  on  juries  the  judicial  power  to  determine  the  legal 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  offered  as  tending  to  establish  neg- 
ligence or  contributory  negligence  in  the  case.  It  is  claimed 
tliat  this  idea  is  supported  by  the  language  of  subd.  3,  de- 
claring: 

"In  every  action  to  recover  for  such  injury  the  court  shall 
submit  to  the  jury  the  following  questions:  First,  whether 
the  company,  or  any  officer,  agent,  servant  or  employee  other 
than  the  person  injured  was  guilty  of  negligence  directly 
contributing  to  the  injury;  second,  if  that  question  is  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative,  whether  the  person  injured  was 
guilty  of  any  n^ligence  which  directly  contributed  to  the 
injury;  third,  if  that  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
whether  the  negligence  of  the  party  so  injured  was  slighter 
or  greater  as  a  contributing  cause  to  the  injury  than  that  of 
the  company,  or  any  officer,  agent,  servant  or  employee  other 
than  the  person  so  injured;  and  such  other  questions  as  may 
be  necessary." 

We  do  not  find  this  claim  to  be  well  supported,  and  incline 
to  the  view  that  subd.  5  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  law  as  it 
existed.  If,  however,  it  be  assumed  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  confer  judicial  power  on  juries,  such  as  we  have 
shown  is  inhibited  by  the  constitution  and  such  as  would  ren- 
der this  subdivision  void,  still  this  view  of  the  subdivision 
does  not  necessarily  render  the  whole  act  void,  for  we  are 
persuaded  that  such  invalid  part  cannot  affect  the  validity  of 
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the  otlier  parts  of  the  law.  It  is  a  separate  and  distinct  pro- 
vision, and  if  removed  from  the  law  leaves  the  other  sections 
a  complete  and  perfect  regulation  of  the  subject.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  the  other  provisions  regulating  the  rights  and  reme- 
dies of  the  parties  express  the  fundamental  and  dominant 
purpose  of  the  legislature,  and  that  this  part,  if  void,  was  not 
the  compensation  for  or  the  inducement  to  the  enactment  of 
the  valid  portions.  The  provisions  of  subd.  5  cover  an  inde- 
pendent subject,  and  can  be  completely  severed  and  removed 
from  the  other  provisions  without  causing  any  change  in 
them  or  in  tJieir  operative  effect.  Under  such  circumstances 
the  invalid  part  of  a  statute  should  be  dropped  out  and  the 
valid  portions  retained  and  held  effective.  We,  however, 
conclude  that  subd.  5  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  law.  No 
judicial  power  is  therefore  conferred  on  juries,  and  hence  it 
cannot  affect  the  validity  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  law. 
State  ex  rel  Cornish  v.  Tuttle,  53  Wis.  45,  9  N.  W.  791 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Ch<indler  v.  Main,  16  Wis.  398 ;  Quiggle  v.  Her- 
ruan,  131  Wis.  379,  111  N.  \Y.  479 ;  III  Ceni,  B.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Kendree,  203  TJ.  S.  514,  27  Sup.  Ct  153. 

The  point  is  made  that  the  provisions  of  subd.  3  and  4 
are  arbitrary  and  discriminatory  in  their  effect,  confer  spe- 
cial favors  on  employees,  and  impose  unjust  burdens  upon 
and  discriminate  against  the  rights  of  railroad  companies,  and 
they  therefore  are  repugnant  to  the  principle  of  equal  pro- 
tection and  due  process  of  law.  The  rights  and  liabilities 
created  by  a  law  fixing  liabilities  for  injuries  to  servants 
through  the  negligence  of  the  railroad  company  or  of  co- 
employees  and  regulating  the  amount  of  recovery  are  within 
the  legislative  power  of  police  regulation,  and  in  the  forego- 
ing and  other  cases  have  been  approved  in  many  respects  as 
appropriate  and  reasonable.  The  necessity  and  reasonable- 
ness and  the  propriety  of  the  regulations  prescribed  all  rest 
in  the  legislative  judgment  to  such  an  extent  that  we  cannot 
say  that  such  authority  has  been  arbitrarily  and  unreasonably 
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exercised  in  the  act  before  us.  In  Quackenhush  v.  Wis.  & 
M.  R.  Co.  62  Wis.  411,  29  N.  W.  519,  in  passing  upon  the 
validity  of  a  statute  which  excluded  the  defense  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  to  an  action  for  damages  occasioned  through 
the  want  of  fencing  the  railway  right  of  way,  this  court  said : 

"It  is  doubtless  true  that  the  provision  imposes  an  absolute 
liability  in  such  a  case.  It  certainly  excludes  the  defense  of 
contributory  negligence  where  the  corporation  fails  to  per- 
form the  duty  which  the  statute  prescribes  in  the  first  in- 
stance. This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  for  the  neglect  of 
the  corporation  to  conform  to  a  regulation  which  the  legisla- 
ture seems  to  consider  essential  for  the  protection  of  life  and 
property.  We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  such  laws  fall 
within  the  police  power.  Whether  the  rule  of  absolute  lia- 
bility in  such  a  case  is  founded  in  wisdom  and  sound  public 
policy  is  not  for  the  courts  to  decide.^^ 

See,  also,  Qmckenbush  v.  Wis.  &  M.  B.  Co.  71  Wis.  472, 
37  I^.  W.  837;  Employers'  Liability  Cases,  207  U.  S.  463, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  141. 

The  provisions  of  subd.  6  are  assailed  as  invalid  upon  the 
ground  that  it  attempts  to  deprive  railroads  of  the  right  of 
liberty  to  contract  with  their  servants  for  exemption  from  the 
liability  imposed  by  the  act.     This  subdivision  enacts  that: 

"N"o  contract  or  receipt  between  any  employee  and  a  rail- 
road company,  no  rule  or  regulation  promulgated  or  adopted 
by  such  company,  and  no  contract,  rule  or  regulation  in  re- 
gard to  any  notice  to  be  given  by  such  employee  shall  exempt 
such  corporation  from  the  full  liability  imposed  by  this  act." 

The  railroad  employers'  liability  act  of  1875  (ch.  173, 
Laws  of  1875),  considered  in  Ditherner  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  47  Wis.  138,  2  N.  W.  69,  provided  that  no  contract,  rule, 
or  regulation  between  an  employee  and  the  company  for  ex- 
empting the  company  from  the  liability  imposed  should  bo 
effective  as  between  the  parties.  These  provisions  have  ob- 
tained substantially  as  part  of  the  law  during  the  periods  the 
various  statutes  on  the  subject  have  been  in  force.     The  pur- 
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pose  of  these  provisions  obviously  is  to  prohibit  the  company 
from  effecting  an  abrogation  of  the  liabilities  created  by  the 
statute  and  to  preserve  these  rights  for  the  benefit  of  the  em- 
ployees. The  legislature  having  created  a  right,  it  may, 
witliin  its  discretion,  make  provision  against  the  deprivation 
and  the  impairment  of  the  benefits  arising  under  it,  if  in  so 
doing  the  interested  parties  are  not  deprived  of  some  consti- 
tutional right  or  privilege.  The  daim  that  the  statute  is  an 
interference  with  the  companies'  constitutional  right  of  lib- 
erty of  contract  does  not  give  effect  to  important  limitations 
on  that  right  which  are  fully  established  in  the  adjudica- 
tions. In  Frisbie  v.  U.  8.  157  U.  S.  160,  15  Sup.  Ct.  586^ 
the  court  states: 

"While  it  may  be  conceded  that,  generally  speaking,  among 
the  inalienable  rights  of  the  citizen  is  that  of  the  liberty  of 
contract,  yet  such  liberty  is  not  absolute  and  universal.  It  is 
within  the  undoubted  power  of  government  to  restrain  some 
individuals  from  all  contracts,  as  well  as  all  individuals  from 
some  contracts.  It  may  deny  to  all  the  right  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  or  sale  of  lottery  tickets ;  to  the  minor  the  right  to  as- 
sume any  obligations,  except  for  the  necessaries  of  existence ; 
to  the  common  carrier  the  power  to  make  any  contract  releas- 
ing himself  from  negligence,  and  indeed  may  restrain  all  en- 
gaged in  any  employment  from  any  contract  in  the  course  of 
that  eraplojTnent  which  is  against  public  policy.  The  pos- 
session of  this  power  by  government  in  no  manner  conflicts 
with  the  proposition  that,  generally  speaking,  every  citizen 
has  a  right  freely  to  contract  for  the  price. of  his  labor,  serv- 
ices, or  property."  See,  also,  Patterson  v.  Bark  Evdora,  190 
U.  S.  169,  23  Sup.  Ct.  821. 

This  clearly  recognizes  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  re- 
strict the  right  of  abrogating  by  contract  the  duty  or  to  im- 
pair the  benefit  created  by  it.  To  deny  the  legislature  this 
power  would  result  in  a  denial  to  it  of  power  to  prohibit 
persons  from  contracting  against  what  it  declares  to  be  pub- 
lic policy.  In  the  following  cases  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  restrict  the  liberty  of  contracting  respecting  rights 
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created  by  it,  which  in  their  nature  and  origin  were  akin  to 
the  rights  created  by  the  statute  before  us,  was  upheld: 
Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  TJ.  S.  366,  18  Sup.  Ct  383;  Frisbie 
17.  U.  S.,  supra;  Smiley  v,  Kansas,  196  U.  S.  447,  25  Sup. 
Ct  289;  State  v.  Brown  &  S.  Mfg.  Co.  18  R  I.  16,  25  AU. ' 
§46 ;  Knoxville  I.  Co.  v.  Harbison,  183  U.  S.  13,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
1;  KilpatricJc  v.  0.  T.  B.  Co.  74  Vt  288,  52  Atl.  531;  Mc- 
Guire  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  340,  108  K  W.  902. 

It  is  manifest  from  these  adjudications  that  the  object  of 
the  law  in  creating  these  liabilities  is  a  subject  of  police  regu- 
lation, not  only  for  the  benefit  of  employees,  but  also  for  the 
protection  of  life,  person,  and  property,  and  therefore  it  has 
its  reason  and  foundation  in  public  necessity  and  policy. 
The  provisions  of  subd.  6  under  this  doctrine  do  not  unduly 
infringe  appellant's  right  of  liberty  of  contract.  The  inhi- 
bition is  a  proper  regulation  to  secure  the  benefits  of  the 
rights  created,  and  serves  to  promote  the  security  of  the  pub- 
lic by  causing  a  more  careful  selection  of  competent  servants 
and  an  improved  enforcement  of  their  duties. 

We  do  not  find  that  the  provisions  of  subd.  8  of  the  act  are 
involved  in  the  determination  of  this  case,  aside  from  its 
bearing  on  the  validity  of  the  other  parts  of  the  act.  This 
subdivision  seeks  to  extend  the  rights  and  liabilities  created 
by  the  act  to  injuries  in  other  states  under  contracts  made  in 
this  state  with  employees.  We  are  persuaded  that  the  sub- 
division deals  with  a  subject  wholly  independent  of  the  other 
parts  of  the  act  and  severable  from  them.  We  discover  no 
grounds  for  saying  that  this  section  was  designed  as  compen- 
sation for  or  inducement  to  the  enactment  of  the  other  parts, 
and  that  the  legislature  would  not  have  enacted  the  other 
parts  witliout  it.  Under  these  circumstances  it  does  not  af- 
fect the  valid  parts  of  the  law.  Hence  we  need  not  pass  on 
the  question  of  its  validity  in  this  case  and  therefore  we  leave 
it  undecided. 

The  allegations  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  employee  of 
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the  defendant  and  that  he  was  not  working  in  a  shop  or  office 
at  the  time  he  sustained  the  injury.  It  is  alleged  that  his 
injuries  were  sustained  while  engaged  in  the  line  of  his  duty 
and  that  they  were  caused  by  the  negligence  of  other  em- 
ployees of  the  defendant  while  in  the  discharge  of  their  du- 
ties. The  facts  alleged  are  sufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion under  the  statutes. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  6,  1909 : 

Mabshai;.l,  J.  (dissenting).  The  most  important  judicial 
authority  lodged  in  this  court  is  that  of  passing  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  legislative  enactments.  That  great  power  is  given 
to  the  court  by  the  constitution,  as  definitely,  if  not  as  ex- 
pressly, as  power  is  given  to  the  legislature  to  enact  laws. 
In  its  special  field  the  court  is  absolutely  independent  It  is 
answerable  only  to  the  people  as  their  will  is  seen  in  the 
fundamental  law.  The  power  is  not  discretionary,  now  to 
be  exercised  and  then  not  to  be,  according  as  mere  expediency 
may  seem  to  dictate.  It  is  obligatory  in  character  as  to  every 
situation  legitimately  invoking  its  activity.  It  must  be  jeal- 
ously guarded  and  courageously  vindicated  upon  all  proper 
occasions,  if  our  constitutional  system  of  liberty  is  to  endure. 

Those  who  are  wont  to  regard  activity  of  the  court's  power 
mentioned  as  an  unwarrantable,  or  at  least  a  regrettable,  in- 
terference with  legislative  authority,  evince  want  of  compre- 
hension of  our  system  of  government  or  want  of  appreciation 
of  the  broad  scope  of  those  constitutional  limitations  designed 
to  guard  at  all  points  every  individual  in  tbe  enjoyment  of 
every  right  essential  to  those  fundamentals:  "life,  liberty, 
and  the  pursuit  of  happiness"  for  which  ''governments  are 
instituted  among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the 
consent  of  the  governed." 

The  importance  of  our  constitutional  restraints  and  the 
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high  prerogative  power  of  applying  them,  is  aa  progressive  as 
is  the  need  for  regulation,  to  the  end  that  such  regulation 
may  not  overleap  its  legitimate  boundaries  and  enter  the  do- 
main of  the  destructiva  It  will  be  a  sorry  day  for  our 
country  when  the  time  comes,  if  it  ever  does, — ^let  us  hope 
and  believe  that  it  never  will, — that  the  invincible  weapon — 
the  constitution, — ^vitalized  by  an  independent  and  fearless 
judiciary,  shall  not  efficiently  bar  excursions  into  the  domain 
of  unbridled  interference  with  individual  rights. 

If  that  is  more  important  to  any  one  element  in  society 
than  to  another,  it  is  the  weakest,  hence  the  most  helpless. 
So  it  is  of  the  highest  importance  to  the  public,  and  particu- 
larly to  the  most  humble  portion  thereof,  that  courts  should 
grapple,  willingly  and  effectively,  with  every  question  pre- 
sented for  solution  involving  validity  of  legislation  on  con- 
stitutional grounds. 

How  wisely  the  fathers  must  have  looked  into  the  future, 
when — ^with  the  evident  purpose  of  their  language  being  re- 
garded as  a  command  from  the  body  of  the  people  to  all  in 
authority,  so  long  as  the  constitution  should  endure — they 
penned  the  words :  "The  blessings  of  a  free  government  can 
only  be  maintained  by  a  firm  adherence  to  justice,  modera- 
tion, temperance,  frugality  and  virtue,  and  by  frequent  re- 
currence to  fundamental  principles." 

The  saying  that  the  court  of  last  resort  should  willingly 
apply  the  test  of  constitutional  limitations,  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  suggesting  judicial  desire  or  haste  to  declare  that  not  law 
which  has  the  form  of  law.  In  no  case  should  the  court  en- 
ter upon  any  doubtful  ground.  It  should  accord  to  the  co- 
ordinate department  the  highest  consideration,  not  condemn- 
ing its  action  so  long  as  any  reasonable  basis  can  be  discov- 
ered for  upholding  it,  but  if  none  can  be  discovered,  not  hesi- 
tating to  put  the  stamp  of  judicial  disapproval  upon  it. 

The  proper  attitude  indicated  deserves,  and  will  doubtless 
receive,  in  the  end  at  least,  the  approbation  of  the  people  by 
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whom  all  power  was  delegated.  The  judicial  disapproval 
does  not 'nullify  law,  as  the  inconsiderate  would  say.  It 
merely  evidences  that  what  is  clothed  in  the  mere  habili- 
ments of  law  is  not  law  at  all. 

Those  principles,  more  often  declared  in  recent  years  than 
formerly,  are  not  new.  They  were  laid  down  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Marshall  in  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch,  137,  and 
other  cases,  where  that  eminent  jurist,  in  the  early  days 
of  our  constitutional  system,  gave  thereto  that  vitality  essen- 
tial to  its  efficiency.     He  said  for  the  court : 

"This  original  and  supreme  will  organizes  the  govemmenty 
and  assigns  to  different  departments  their  respective  powers. 
.  .  .  Those  who  framed  written  constitutions  contemplated 
them  as  forming  the  fundamental  and  paramount  law  of  the 
nation,  and  consequently  the  theory  of  every  such  govern- 
ment must  be,  that  an  act  of  the  legislature  repugnant  to  the 
constitution  is  void.  ...  It  is  emphatically  the  province 
and  duty  of  the  judicial  department  to  say  what  the  law  is. 
...  If  then  courts  are  to  regard  the  constitution;  and  the 
constitution  is  superior  to  any  ordinary  act  of  the  legislature ; 
the  constitiition,  and  not  such  ordinary  act,  must  govern  the 
case  to  which  they  both  apply.*^ 

The  idea  "that  courts  must  close  their  eyes  on  the  con- 
stitution and  see  only  the  law"  would  give  to  "the  legislature 
a  practical  and  real  omnipotence  with  the  same  breath  which 
professes  to  restrict  their  powers  within  narrow  limits.  ,  .  ." 
That  it  "would  reduce  to  nothing  what  we  have  deemed  the 
greatest  improvement  on  political  institutions — a  written 
constitution — would  of  itself  be  sufficient,  in  America  where 
written  constitutions  have  been  viewed  with  so  much  rever- 
ence, for  rejecting  the  construction." 

The  foregoing  observations  are  not  indulged  in  because  of 
any  thought  that  my  brethren,  in  this  case,  not  appreciating 
the  principles  stated,  have  unduly  bowed  to  legislative  au- 
thority, paying  too  much  heed  to  its  judgment  as  to  that  rea- 
sonableness which  must  be  regarded  as  the  infallible  test  of 
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lei^timacy  of  a  police  r^ilation.  They  have  set  the  proper 
standard  in  that  regard,  but  failed,  in  my  humble  opinion,. 
resi)ecting  the  question  of  fact  as  to  what  is  reasonable  be- 
yond any  fair  doubt,  basing  their  conclusion  on  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  bearing  of  decided  cases. 

If  tliis  case  could  rest  on  the  mere  question  of  abstract 
right,  from  high  moral  ideals  as  to  whether  a  person  who  is 
injured  in  the  giiflw'-public  work  of  operating  a  railroad 
should  have  his  loss  charged  up  to  the  industry  as  a  whole, 
and  so  added  to  the  cost  of  things  to  be  consumed  in  the  ac- 
tivities  of  life,  no  one  would  be  more  ready  to  take  the  side 
of  the  injured  than  the  writer.  Why  such  losses  from  an 
economic  standpoint,  and  a  humane  view  as  well,  regardless 
of  any  question  of  negligence,  should  not  be  treated  as  legiti- 
mate elements  of  the  cost  of  production  and  distribution  of 
products  for  human  consumption,  would  be  hard  to  say,  sat- 
isfactorily, if  at  all.  The  question  here  is  not  what  ought  to 
be  or  might  be  under  a  different  system  than  that  of  imposing 
liability  for  losses  to  employees  through  accidental  injurie& 
upon  the  nearest  employers,  but  what  is  legitimate  under  the 
present  system.  My  general  observations  are  to  meet  the  pre- 
judice which  I  conceive  exists  in  nonjudicial  fields  against 
limiting,  by  judicial  disapproval,  the  extent  of  that  system, 
upon  constitutional  grounds,  showing  that  when  duty  calls 
for  such  disapproval  there  is  no  field  of  discretion  within 
which  the  judge  can  operate,  though,  in  the  individual  case 
and  all  of  its  class,  one  might  wish  for  a  system  whereby  the 
wounds  of  all  the  injured  could  be  healed  and  the  road  now 
so  broad  and  so  frequently  traveled  to  the  zone  of  want,  could 
be  absolutely  abolished. 

The  first  question  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of 
1907  arises  under  the  opening  part  of  sec  1816  and  subd.  1, 
2,  and  9,  quoted  in  the  court's  opinion,  imposing  extraordi- 
nary liability  upon  every  railroad  company  for  injuries  "to 
any  of  its  employees,"  regardless  of  the  branch  of  service  in 
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which  they  may  be  engaged,  except  "employees  working  in 
shops  or  offices."  I  make  no  question  but  that  there  may  be 
classification  as  to  risks  and  radical  changes  in  common-law 
liabilities  as  to  members  of  a  particular  class,  but  is  a  classi- 
£cation  of  employees  of  railroads  proper  which  entirely 
ignores  hazards  peculiar  to  railroads,  by  including  in  the 
special  group  all  persons  engaged  in  cutting  grass  upon  the 
railroad  right  of  way,  or  building  fences,  or  building  bridges, 
or  doing  work  of  construction  and  engineering,  or  providing 
supplies,  such  as  ties  and  many  other  things  that  might  be 
mentioned,  even  employees  in  any  subsidiary  business  that 
might  be  carried  on  in  aid  of  the  railroad  business,  an  army 
of  persons  in  the  aggregate,  having  no  connection  whatever 
with  the  operating  feature  of  a  railroad,  which  only  is  char- 
acterized by  special  railroad  risks,  and  excluding  shop  em- 
ployees who  are  exposed  to  quite  as  much  hazard  of  personal 
injury,  and  office  employees  who  are  as  much  exposed  as 
many  of  the  included  subclasses  ?  Is  the  mere  character  of 
the  employer,  by  itself,  a  basis  for  classification,  even  then  ex- 
cluding a  large  subclass  of  employees  laboring  within,  to  some 
extent,  the  zone  of  special  hazard,  and  including,  as  stated, 
an  army  of  others  as  far  removed  from  any  special  risk  as 
employees  in  any  ordinary  business  ?  True,  the  doctrine  of 
classification  has  been  carried  by  courts  so  far  that  the  dis- 
tinction between  special  and  general  legislation  is  very  hard 
to  discover,  largely  nullifying  the  safeguards  against  unequal 
legislation,  but  is  it  true  that  so  arbitrary  a  classification  as 
we  have  to  deal  with  here  is  legitimate,  under  even  the  very 
liberal  rules  we  have  adopted  ? 

If  we,  instead  of  tying  closely  to  some  definite  rule,  look  to 
delusive  expressions  used  in  precedents  here  and  there  out- 
side this  state,  not  following  their  history  back  to  discover 
what  they  are  worth  by  the  light  of  the  real  groundwork  upon 
which  they  are  based,  and  being  governed  by  such  ground- 
ii^ork  rather  than  such  expressions,  which,  looked  at  by  them- 
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selves,  would  seem  to  have  been  used  unconscious  of  the  real 
premises,  there  will  be  no  escape  from  a  condition  of  "classi- 
fication run  mad"  which  means,  in  practical  effect,  no  classi- 
fication at  all  along  definite  lines,  and  the  equality  clauses  of 
our  constitution,  state  and  national,  designed  to  prevent  class 
legislation,  in  the  special  sense,  will  be  of  no  practical  effect 
whatever. 

True,  courts  have  laid  down  as  limitations  of  the  power  of 
classification  these  rules: 

1.  Classification  cannot  be  arbitrary.  It  must  be  based 
upon  substantial  distinction  which  makes  one  class  really  dif- 
ferent from  another. 

2.  The  classification  must  be  germane  to  the  purpose  of  the 
law. 

3.  The  classification  must  not  be  based  upon  existing  cir- 
cumstances only,  so  as  to  preclude  the  class  opening  to  let  in 
or  let  out  members. 

4.  The  law  must  apply  equally  to  members  of  each  class, 

5.  The  characteristics  of  each  class  must  be  so  far  differ- 
ent from  those  of  others  as  to  reasonably  suggest  at  least  the 
propriety,  having  regard  for  the  public  good,  of  substantially 
different  legislation  therefor.  State  ex  rel.  Risch  v.  Trus- 
tees;  121  Wis.  44,  98  N.  W.  954;  Bingham  v.  Milwaukee  Co. 
127  Wis.  344,  106  N.  W.  1071;  Bloomer  v.  Bloonicr,  128 
Wis.  297,  107  N.  W.  974. 

In  applying  these  rules  I  fully  appreciate  they  furnish 
only  a  very  general  test  of  what  is  legitimate,  but,  neverthe- 
less, they  are  quite  as  certain  a  guide  as  this  or  any  other 
court  has  been  able  to  formulate.  Obviously,  as  has  been 
often  said,  whether  any  particular  situation  falls  within  their 
boundaries  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  is,  as  well  as  the  ques- 
tion of  necessity  or  propriety  of  any  proposed  regulation,  pri- 
marily for  legislative  solution,  subject  to  interference  by  ju- 
dicial authority  only  upon  its  appearing  beyond  all  reasonable 
doubt  that  the  boundaries  of  reasonableness  have  been  over- 
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stepped.  But  the  fact  that  the  rules  stated  furnish  only  a 
general  test,  and  that  no  better  can  be  formulated,  and  the 
great  importance  of  not  extending  the  doctrine  of  classifica- 
tion beyond  legitimate  boundaries  so  as  to  practically  nullify 
the  safeguards  against  unequal  legislation, — ^render  it  highly 
important  that  such  general  rules  should  be  given  a  pretty 
definite  and  certain  meaning,  not  to  be  regarded  as  elastic; 
leaving  only  questions  of  fact  to  be  determined  as  regards 
whether  a  given  situation  falls  within  or  vTithout  the  general 
ficope. 

We  also  fully  recognize  that  while  classification  must  not 
be  arbitrary,  that  has  reference  to  the  principles  embodied  in 
the  rules,  not  to  the  boundary  of  any  particular  class.  That 
must,  of  necessity,  be  definite  and  in  that  sense  arbitrary. 

Again,  we  fully  appreciate  that  the  rule  that  classification 
must  be  based  upon  characteristics  making  the  particular 
group  so  far  different  from  others  as  to  reasonably  suggest 
need  for  or  propriety  of  special  legislative  treatment,  has  ref- 
erence to  the  group  as  such,  r^ardless  of  whether  each  and 
every  subject  within  the  group  has  such  characteristics  to  the 
same  degree  as  every  other  subject,  or  not  But  the  domi- 
nant feature  in  some  perceptible  degree  must  affect  substan- 
tially all.  As  said  in  Nichols  v.  Walter,  37  Minn.  264,  33 
N".  W.  800,  and  often  quoted  with  approval  here: 

There  must  be  "some  apparent  natural  reason — some  rea- 
son suggested  by  necessity,  by  such  a  difference  in  the  situ- 
ation and  circumstances  of  tiie  subjects  placed  in  different 
classes  as  suggests  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  different  legis- 
lation with  respect  to  them." 

So  the  general  rules  often  stated,  in  substantially  the  same 
language,  might  well  be  extended  by  these  explanatory  rules 
which,  in  the  cases  referred  to  and  many  others,  have  beoome 
as  well  understood  as  those  reduced  to  set  forms  of  expression. 

6.  Rules  1  to  5  do  not  constitute  a  definite  test  of  legiti- 
macy of  classification  except  as  to  general  characteristics, 
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leaving  the  question  as  to  whether  any  given  situation  falls 
within  their  boundaries  or  not,  matter  of  fact. 

7.  Whether,  upon  the  facts  of  any  particular  situation,  it 
falls  within  the  boundary  of  the  rules  for  classification,  is 
primarily  for  the  l^slature,  subject  to  judicial  disapproval 
for  unreasonableness  beyond  any  fair  doubt. 

8.  The  rule  that  classification  must  not  be  arbitrary  refers 
to  the  group  as  such,  not  to  differences  in  degree  in  which  the 
individuals  of  the  group  are  affected  by  the  special  circum- 
stances calling  for  the  classification. 

There  is  this  further  principle  to  be  observed  in  dealing 
with  this  subject  which,  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  reason- 
ably complete  code,  so  to  speak,  for  testing  any  legislative  en- 
actment, challenged  as  invading  the  equality  clauses  of  na- 
tional or  state  constitutions,  may  well  be  stated. 

9.  In  classification  for  the  purpose  of  legislative  treat- 
ment under  the  police  power,  it  is  a  judicial  function  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  particular  subject  is  within  the  police 
power,  also  whether  the  act  has  a  real  relation  to  the  subject 
it  ostensibly  deals  with,  and  whether  the  manner  of  treatment 
is  unquestionably  imreasonable.  State  v.  Redmon,  134  Wis. 
89,  114  K  W.  137;  Bonneti  v.  Yallier,  136  Wis.  194,  116 
N.  W.  885 ;  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  14  Sup.  Ct.  499. 

Having  placed  before  us  pretty  fully,  it  is  thought,  the 
principles  by  which  the  law  in  question  must  be  squared  as 
regards  whether  it  transcends  constitutional  limitations,  let 
us  proceed  to  make  the  measurements.  I  choose  to  test  the 
enactment  in  the  first  instance,  at  least,  by  principles,  not  by 
mere  precedents,  which  latter  method,  as  before  indicated,  in 
case  of  failure  to  fully  analyze  the  examples,  is  liable  to  lead 
one  astray.  That  liability,  I  am  constrained  to  believe,  is 
what,  in  the  main,  in  this  instance,  has  led  my  brethren  to 
the  conclusion  embodied  in  the  judgment  from  which  I  dis- 
sent 

The  purpose  of  the  law  was  to  promote  public  safety  both 
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as  regards  patrons  of  railway  companies  and  the  servants  of 
such  companies,  and  that  satisfies  the  ninth  rule  as  to  one 
feature,  to  wit:  that  as  to  whether  it  is  within  the  police 
power,  unless  the  manner  of  treatment  is  clearly  unreason- 
able. 

The  law  applies  equally  to  all  subjects  within  the  class, 
and  the  class  is  not  fixed  so  as  to  prevent  opening  to  let  in  or 
let  out  members,  satisfying  the  third  rule. 

Now  how  about  substantial  distinctions  between  the  par- 
ticular class  and  others  under  the  first  rule,  and  such  differ- 
ences in  situations  and  circumstances  of  subjects  within  such 
class,  satisfying  the  first  and  fifth  rules?  In  considering 
ibis  we  necessarily  blend  the  domain  of  discussion  with  the- 
eighth  rule,  that,  while  the  boundaries  of  the  class,  as  a  whole, 
must  be  arbitrary,  and  the  differences  in  situation  between 
the  subjects  within  the  class  and  those  without  must  be  sig- 
nificant, the  classification  must  not  be  arbitrary  as  regards- 
extending  it  to  classes  of  individual  subjects  not  in  any  de- 
gree affected  by  the  particular  situation  or  circumstances 
forming  the  basis  upon  which  the  classification  is  grounded, 
though  the  degree  of  affection  as  to  individual  subjects  may 
widely  differ.  These  three  rules,  the  first,  the  fifth,  and  the 
eighth,  and  also  the  second,  form  one  general  field  which  may 
^vell  be  treated  as  such,  since  the  domain  of  each  rule  so  blends 
with  that  of  the  others  as  to  render  segregation  for  more  par- 
ticular analysis  liable  to  confuse. 

The  purpose  as  stated  is  public  safety,  the  term  "public 
safety"  being  used,  as  indicated,  with  reference  to  the  par- 
ticular body  of  employees  and  those  they  indirectly  serve; 
the  patrons  of  the  employers.  Is  it  germane  to  such  purpose 
to  extend  the  classification,  not  incidentally,  but  substan- 
tially, to  put  it  not  too  strongly,  manifestly,  to  a  very  large 
degree  beyond  the  field  of  special  hazard  in  view  in  the  pur- 
pose to  conserve  public  safety,  giving  special  benefit  to  an 
army  of  employees  not  affected  at  all  by  such  special  hazard 
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or  having  to  do  at  all  with  such  hazard  as  regards  patrons 
of  the  service  and  laying  upon  employers  burdens  accord- 
ingly ?  Face  the  rule  that  the  difference  in  situation  calling 
for  the  special  treatment  must  pervade  the  dass,  not  with 
equal  degree  as  to  each  member  thereof,  but  to  some  extent 
as  to  substantially  all,  keeping  in  mind  and  giving  due  weight 
to  the  impracticability  of  fencing  the  class  about  so  accurately 
as  to  exclude  every  one  not  affected  in  any  degree  by  the  spe- 
cial hazard  and  include  every  one  so  affected.  How  can  the 
whole  be  substantially  pervaded  by  the  special  circumstances 
if  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  employees  are  not  affected 
at  all  ?  To  affirm  that  it  can,  is  to  indulge,  in  my  judgment, 
in  a  plain  contradiction.  So  plain  does  it  appear,  as  an  origi- 
nal proposition,  that  I  cannot  perceive  how  one  could  venture 
to  assert  the  contrary  and  ground  a  judicial  decision  upon  it. 

The  mistake  of  my  brethren  at  this  pointy  as  I  view  the 
matter,  is  in  testing  the  law  by  the  second  rule  with  reference 
to  the  mere  classification  of  the  employees,  instead  of  the  busi- 
ness they  are  engaged  in.  If  a  mining  company  conducts  a 
store,  a  farm,  and  other  industries,  subsidiary  to  the  primary 
business,  in  which  subsidiary  employments  the  hazards  of 
personal  injury  are  no  greater  than  like  employment  by  pri- 
vate individuals  or  corporations,  yet  the  number  of  the  em- 
ployees therein  constitutes  as  large  a  proportion  of  the  whole, 
perhaps,  as  the  number  in  the  specially  hazardous  branch, 
would  a  classification  as  regards  extraordinary  liability  of  the 
employer  for  personal  injuries  to  employees,  including  all 
sthe  subsidiary  employments,  be  germane  to  a  law  having  for 
its  purpose  public  safety  as  regards  extraordinary  hazard  of 
mining?  The  negative  seems  so  plain  as  to  be  beyond  pos- 
sible question. 

Does  not  the  illustration  exactly  fit  the  case  in  hand  and 

condemn  the  classification  attempted  ?     The  special  situation 

and  circumstances  of  railroad  employment  having  to  specially 

do  with  public  safety,  is  confined  to  the  operating  department 

Vol.  138  —  16 
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in  the  moving  of  cars  and  trains  or  work  around  them,  or 
upon  the  track,  or  in  some  way  so  as  to  come,  to  some  percep- 
tible degree,  within  .the  zone  of  special  risk,  because  of  being 
more  than  ordinarily  within  the  reach,  of  those  physical  situ- 
ations to  which  railroad  perils,  as  ordinarily  specialized,  are 
incident. 

The  difficulty,  under  the  act  before  us,  is  not  that  the  large 
number  of  employees  outside  the  special  zone  of  hazard  are 
not  affected  in  the  same  degree  by  the  special  circumstances 
as  those  within,  but  is  that  they  are  not  affected  thereby  at 
all,  tibus  rendering  the  inclusion  of  them  within  the  group  re- 
ceiving special  protection  for  the  public  benefit,  manifestly 
arbitrary,  and  the  ostensible  purpose  to  promote  the  public 
welfare  a  subterfuge  for  the  actual  purpose  of  extending  a 
special  privilege  to  a  large  number  of  persons  without  any 
legitimate  common  basis  therefor. 

At  this  point  we  may  well  note  that  the  ostensible  purpose 
of  a  law  does  not  govern  at  all  in  testing  it  by  constitutional 
limitations.  The  court  may,  yea  it  is  its  duty,  to  look  behind 
the  mere  veil  of  any  law  which  may  appear  legitimate,  and 
if,  in  its  substance,  it  is  bad,  to  characterize  it  by  its  sub- 
stance, not  by  its  pretense.  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  S. 
623,  661,  8  Sup.  Ct.  273;  Matter  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98, 
nO;  State  v.  Redmon,  134  Wis.  89,  114  N.  W.  137. 

If  anything  more  was  needed  to  demonstrate,  on  principle, 
that  the  classification  is  purely  arbitrary  and  so  not  germane 
to  the  purpose  to  conserve  public  safety,  it  is  furnished  in  the 
exclusion  of  shop  and  office  employees.  Shop  employees  who, 
by  common  knowledge,  form  a  very  large  subclass,  are  in  some 
degree  within  the  zone  of  special  hazard.  The  repair  of  lo- 
comotives, testing  them  for  suitableness  for  the  sendee,  and 
the  performance  of  other  shop  duties  that  might  be  men- 
tioned, require  service  to  quite  a  degree  within  the  zone  of 
special  hazard. 

Upon  what  ground  was  this  large  subclass  of  employees  ecc- 
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Ciuded  from  the  peculiar  benefits  of  the  enactment,  and  other 
large  classes,  entirely  removed  from  the  zone  of  special  haz- 
ard, included?  I  have  searched  in  vain  for  any  possible 
legitimate  ground  therefor  and  so  been  forced  to  the  conclur 
sion  that  the  exclusion  was  purely  arbitrary  and  probably  un- 
mindful of  the  constitutional  restraints  involved. 

Of  course,  the  foregoing  condemnation  could  be  easily 
avoided  so  as  to  save  the  law  if  it  were  subject  to  construction 
pnd  could  be  held  as  intended  to  apply  only  to  employees 
within  the  field  of  special  hazard,  but  that  has  been  rejected, 
necessarily,  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  holding  that 
plaintiff,  a  mere  fence  builder,  is  in  the  class  affected  favor- 
ably by  the  law. 

My  brethren  treat  quite  cursorily  the  feature  of  the  law 
last  discussed  and  say  "shop  and  ofiice  employees"  were  ex- 
cluded because  not  within  "the  unusual  dangers  and  hazards 
of  the  business.^^  How  can  we  say  that,  when  the  special 
danger  in  a  large  d^ree  by  common  knowledge  does  extend 
to  such  employees  ?  Again,  how  can  one  say  tliat  and  in  the 
same  breath  justify  the  inclusion  of  many  other  subclasses  of 
employees,  including  fence  builders,  manifestly  not  exposed 
to  the  special  dangers  at  all  ?  I  confess  I  do  not  understand 
the  logic. 

Again,  my  brethren,  it  seems,  endeavor  to  escape  from  the 
dilemma  the  shop  employee  feature  of  the  law  presents,  not- 
withstanding the  doubtful  justification  I  have  referred  to,  by 
asserting  that  if  the  subclass  were  improperly  excluded  that 
would  not  invalidate  the  classification ;  resting  on  that  mere 
assertion  and  a  reference  without  comment  to  State  v,  Evans, 
130  Wis.  381,  110  K  W.  241. 

I  confess  inability  to  discover  anything  in  that  case  war- 
ranting the  reference.  The  court  there  merely  laid  down  the 
principle  that,  in  case  of  the  establishment  of  a  boundary  line 
of  classification  with  general  characteristics  of  those  on  the 
side  excluded  from  the  special  rights  granted  or  duties  im- 
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posed,  differing  from  those  included,  warranting  the  segrega- 
tion, the  fact  of  some  excluded  being  as  worthy,  or  as  much 
in  duty  bound  to  bear  the  special  burden,  as  those  on  the  other 
side,  does  not  militate  against  the  legitimacy  of  such  line. 
Here  the  case  is  far  different.  The  general  character  of  the 
excluded  subclass,  not  mere  exceptional  instances,  calls  for 
the  special  legislative  treatment,  quite  as  clearly  as  members 
of  the  included  class,  taken  as  a  whole.  The  decision  of  the 
case,  as  I  read  it,  condemns  rather  than  supports  the  court's 
conclusion.  It  clearly  is  to  the  effect  that  the  special  class 
need  not  include  all  affected  to  any  degree  by  the  peculiar 
characteristics,  but  it  must  do  so  as  far  as  practicable,  and  a 
plain  unuecessary  inclusion  of  a  subclass  not  so  affected  and 
exclusion  of  a  subclass  so  affected  is  fatal  The  language  of 
the  opinion  is: 

*'It  is  suggested  that  this  exemption  is  improper  because 
these  employees  may  be  subjected  to  hazards  or  perils  equally 
dangerous  to  those  to  which  other  employees  are  subjected. 
.  .  .  That  would  not  invalidate  the  classification." 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  court's  logic  is  not  confined  to  an 
excluded  class,  having  now  and  then  a  member  on  an  equality 
with  members  of  the  included  class,  but  to  an  excluded  entire 
subclass  of  a  general  group,  composed  of  men  on  the  same 
plane,  generally,  as  the  common  mass.  It  seems  that,  on 
more  mature  consideration,  my  brethren  would  not  wish  to 
adhere  to  their  logic.  Would  it  be  legitimate  to  legislate 
specially  for  all  cities  of  the  third  class,  except  one  or  more 
siiecially  named,  or  all  cities  having  a  population  of  10,000 
people  except  one  or  several  specially  excepted?  Certainly 
not,  on  the  most  familiar  principles  of  constitutional  classifi- 
cation. Otherwise  room  for  that  special  legislation  which 
is  illegitimate  would  be  so  broad  as  to  nullify  completely  the 
fundamental  law  as  to  equality. 

I  have  thus  shown,  it  seems,  that  the  law  in  question 
plainly  offends  against  governing  principles.  Adjudications 
elsewhere  which  run  counter  thereto  should  not  be  adopted. 
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The  principles,  not  the  adjudications  inconsistent  therewith, 
should  prevail  The  correct  rule,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to 
make  use  of  precedents  to  illustrate  principles,  not  to  avoid 
them.  T\lien  the  principles  and  the  precedents  conflict  it  is 
the  latter,  not  the  former,  which  should  give  way.  I  say  this 
conceding  for  the  purpose  thereof  that  the  authorities  upon 
which  the  court  rely  are  out  of  harmony  with  the  principles, 
but  such  want  of  harmony  will  disappear  as  we  proceed,  and 
disappear  in  favor  of  my  dissent 

There  is  no  precedent  in  our  adjudications  out  of  harmony 
with  my  conclusion.  If  it  were  otherwise,  I  would  not  hesi- 
tate to  contend  with  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  in  order  to 
uphold  the  principles.  Which  would  have  to  give  way  would 
be  governed  very  much  by  circumstances  imnecessary  to  dis- 
cuss. 

The  only  case  referred  to  on  the  subject  discussed,  decided 
by  this  court,  is  Ditberner  v.  C,  M.  &  Si.  P.  B.  Co.  47  Wis. 
138,  2  N.  W.  69.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  question  of 
constitutional  classification  was  not  there  raised^  discussed,  or 
passed  upon. 

Keference  to  the  decision  on  that  subject  is  quite  mislead- 
ing, in  my  opinion.  The  legislation  considered  was  uphold, 
solely  as  a  legitimate  amendment  to  corporate  charters  under 
the  reserve  power  in  the  constitution.  How  that  conclusion 
could  have  been  reached,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  was  no 
intent  by  the  legislature  to  make  any  such  change,  as  evi- 
denced beyond  controversy  by  the  fact  that  it  referred  to  for- 
eign as  well  as  domestic  corporations,  and  the  fact  that  no 
legislative  authority  exists  to  deal  with  the  organic  law  of  the 
former,  is  not  perceived. 

The  court  does  not  in  the  instant  case  attempt  to  support 
the  l^slation  as  an  amendment  of  corporate  charters.  There- 
fore, we  need  not  pursue  the  subject  of  the  Ditberner  Case 
at  length.  It  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  decision  is  quite 
beside  the  matter  it  is  now  cited  to  support 

It  is  by  no  means  certain  the  court,  as  at  present  consti- 
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tuted,  would  follow  the  Ditbemer  Case  on  tibe  precise  point 
there  decided.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  it  has  been  fre- 
quently cited  in  other  jurisdictions  with  the  same  misappre- 
hension as  to  the  real  point  decided,  as  appears  in  the  pres- 
ent instance,  looking  at  language  only.  I  think  I  am  justi- 
fied in  saying,  in  passing,  that  the  court  does  not  at  this  time 
intend  to  indorse  the  doctrine  that  legislation  of  the  sort  un- 
der consideration  can  be  regarded  as  an  amendment  of  cor- 
porate charters,  and  does  not  intend  to  condemn  it,  but  to 
leave  the  subject  open  for  consideration  at  some  future  time 
when  the  precise  point  may  require  consideration. 

It  is  unfortunate,  in  my  view,  that  the  court  now  says  that 
on  the  former  occasion  it  rejected  the  doctrine  of  Deppe  vJ 
C.J  R.  I.  &  P.  B.  Co.  36  Iowa,  52,  respecting  the  proper  basis 
for  classification  of  railway  employees  for  legislation  of  tho^ 
sort  in  question,  since  such  basis  was  the  subject  decided  in 
the  latter  but  was  one  entirely  foreign  to  the  former.  The 
doctrine  of  the  Iowa  case,  as  regards  anything  heretofore  de- 
cided by  this  court  as  to  constitutional  law,  stands  entirely 
untouched. 

My  brethren  refer  to  Mo.  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  127  TJ.  S. 
205,  8  Sup.  Ct  1161,  in  support  of  their  decision.  A  history 
of  the  subject  there  treated  will  show  that  the  case  should  be 
really  regarded  as  authority  to  the  contrary  of  such  decision. 
It  involved  the  law  of  Kansas  making  every  domestic  railroad 
company  liable  to  any  person  injured  by  negligence  of  its  en- 
gineers or  other  employees.  It  was  quite  general  in  its  terms 
as  regards  the  risks  contemplated.  It  had  received  construc- 
tion by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas,  where  it  was  sustained 
only  by  giving  it  the  construction  it  had  theretofore  received 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa,  from  which  state  it  was  bor- 
rowed after  such  construction.  It  was  restrained,  though 
broad  in  its  literal  sense,  to  the  particular  persons  exposed  to- 
the  special  hazard  of  railroad  operations,  or  to  the  particular 
risks  peculiarly  incident  to  railroading.     Mo.  Pac.  B.  Co.  v^ 
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Haley,  25  Kan.  35.  It  was  held  that  the  act  permitted  such 
construction  and  required  it,  as  the  parent  law  was  so  con- 
strued prior  to  its  adoption  in  Kansas.  The  federal  court 
sustained  the  law  on  the  ground  of  the  hazardous  nature  of 
the  business,  adopting  the  construction  given  thereto  by  the 
court  from  which  the  case  was  transferred. 

Referring  to  the  Iowa  decision  we  find,  unmistakably,  that 
the  initial  legislation  was  only  saved  from  condemnation  as 
unconstitutional  by  restraining  it,  by  quite  extreme  rules  for 
judicial  construction,  to  acts  of  persons  within  the  narrow 
compass  of  engagement  in  the  operating  department  charac' 
terized  by  the  special  hazard.  It  was  said  it  could  not  be 
saved  if  it  were  held  to  extend  to  persons  engaged  in  con- 
structing the  road.  That  "if  it  were  so  construed  as  to  apply 
to  all  persons  in  the  employ  of  railroad  corporations  without 
regard  to  the  nature  of  their  service  it  would  be  a  clear  case 
of  class  legislation.  .  .  .  Hence  would  be  unconstitutional 
and  clearly  so.'^ 

My  brethren  also  rely  on  Minneapolis  &  St  L,  R.  Co,  v. 
HerricJc,  127  U.  S.  210,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1176;  Chicago,  K.  &  W. 
B.  Co.  V.  Pontius,  157  U.  S.  209,  15  Sup.  Ct.  585 ;  Peirce 
V.  Van  Dusen,  78  Fed.  693,  47  U.  S.  App.  339 ;  and  Tullis 
V.  L.  E.  (&  W.  R.  Co.  175  U.  S.  348,  20  Sup.  Ct  136.  The 
first  followed  the  case  already  reviewed,  so  we  read  it  con- 
trary to  the  use  thereof  in  the  court's  opinion.  The  same  is 
true  of  the  second.  It  went,  unmistakably,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  Kansas  statute,  given  by  the  supreme  court 
of  that  state,,  following  that  of  the  state  from  which  the  legis- 
lation was  borrowed.  Plaintiff  prevailed  because  he  was  en- 
gaged in  the  peculiarly  hazardous  occupation  of  operating  a 
railroad,  to  which  occupation  the  law  was  supposed  to  be  re- 
stricted. Whether  he  was  within  or  without  the  zone  of  spe- 
cial hazard  was  the  mooted  question.  The  case,  as  T  read  it, 
does  not  deal  with  the  subject  under  discussion  at  all  in  any 
other  respect.     It  seems  to  have  been  inadvertently  cited. 
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The  fourth  case  is  said  to  deal  with  the  validity  of  an  act 
abolishing  the  defense  of  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  as  to 
railway  corporations  and  that  it  extended  to  the  same  class  of 
railroad  employees  as  does  the  law  in  question  and  that  it  was 
held  proper  to  treat  railway  employees  as  a  special  class,  re- 
affirming the  case  I  have  reviewed  involving  the  Kansas  law. 
I  cannot  understand  the  case  that  way  at  all.  The  Kansas 
cases  were  referred  to  as  warranting  special  regulations  as  to 
specially  hazardous  occupations,  but  by  way  of  argument. 
The  law  was  of  a  most  general  nature,  applying  to  all  except 
*  municipal  corporations,  as  regards  particularly  specified  haz- 
ards of  a  peculiarly  dangerous  character  and  other  specified 
risks,  out  of  the  ordinary.  The  court  adopted  the  construc- 
tion given  by  the  Indiana  court  in  PUisbwrgh,  C,  0.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  1,  49  N".  E.  582,  to  the  ef- 
fect that  it  dealt  only  with  the  special  hazards  peculiar  to  the 
business,  not  with  employees  regardless  of  whether  they  were 
within  the  zone  of  special  hazard  or  not^  excluding  some 
within  such  zone  and  others  not  and  including  others  wholly 
outside  thereof,  as  in  the  law  in  question. 

The  Indiana  court,  except  as  hereafter  stated,  grounded 
its  decision  on  adjudications  of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas, 
Iowa,  and  Minnesota  and  the  approval  thereof  by  the  federal 
supreme  court  under  the  rule  that  the  construction  of  a  state 
statute  by  the  highest  court  of  the  state  will  be  followed  by 
the  federal  court  as  to  cases  arising  in  such  state,  each  and  all 
of  which  decisions  are  of  the  character  of  those  heretofore  re- 
ferred to.  Att^y  Oen.  v.  Railroad  Cos.  35  Wis.  426,  and  the 
Dithcmer  Case  were  referred  to,  neither  of  which  dealt  vn\h 
the  subject  of  constitutional  classification  at  all,  as  we  have 
heretofore  seen. 

Thus  it  appears  plainly  the  learned  Indiana  court  did  not 
discover  the  real  basis  for  the  decision  in  either  of  the  cases 
cited,  though  the  fact  remains  that  it  sustained  the  law  and 
the  federal  court  followed  its  decision  upon  the  theory  that 
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it  dealt  only  with  a  class  including  all  within  the  zone  of  pc- 
cidiar  hazards  and  not  including  others.  The  point  being 
made  in  the  Indiana  court  that  the  law  included  many  cor- 
j>orations  whose  business  was  not  characterized  by  any  hazard 
other  than  those  incident  to  the  same  business  conducted  com- 
monly by  natural  persons,  the  court  declined  to  deal  with  the 
question,  holding  that  the  law  was  good  in  any  event  as  to 
railroad  companies.  Whether  that  was  sound  or  not  may 
4idmit  of  some  doubt 

At  this  pointj  following  the  order  of  the  court's  treatment, 
we  reach  a  further  reference  in  the  opinion  to  the  subject  of 
shop  and  office  employees,  and  their  exclusion  is  justified 
upon  the  authority  of  numerous  cases  cited,  including  Minne- 
apolis  &.8L  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Herrick,  supra;  Chicago,  K.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Pontius,  supra;  and  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Montgomery,  supra.  I  need  not  pursue  that  branch 
of  the  case.  Suffice  it  to  say  the  opinion  does  not  point  out 
their  application.  How  they  justify  exclusion  of  a  subclass 
which  is  largely  within  the  field  of  special  hazard  dealt  with 
and  inclusion  of  other  subclasses  which  are  not,  my  reading 
fails  to  discover.  So  far  as  they  touch  the  subject  they  all 
go  back  by  a  path,  unmistakably  marked,  to  the  Iowa  decision 
sustaining  such  legislation  within  the  zone  of  special  hazard 
as  the  only  legitimate  basip  of  classification  and  the  only  way 
of  saving  it  from  invalidity.  That  is  so,  as  we  have  seen, 
as  to  all  cases  we  have  referred  to. 

The  same  is  true  with  the  court's  additional  citation,  Geor- 
gia B.  d  B.  Co.  V.  MiUer,  90  Ga.  571,  16  S.  E.  939.  There 
was  no  question  of  exclusion  and  inclusion  disregarding  haz- 
ards, as  in  this  case. 

A  further  additional  citation,  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co, 
V.  Matthews,  174  U.  S.  96,  19  Sup.  Ot  609,  deals  solely  with 
the  validity  of  a  law  allowing  attorney's  fees  in  addition  to 
damages  in  case  of  recovery  under  a  statute  designed  to  penal- 
ize corporations  for  violating  police  regulations  as  regards 
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setting  fires.  The  federal  court  eimply  followed  the  decision 
of  the  state  court,  but  in  any  event  the  case  has  too  remote  a 
bearing  here,  if  any  at  all,  for  me  to  appreciate  it 

I  have  now  reviewed  all  of  the  supports  relied  upon  for  the 
conclusion  from  which  I  dissent,  on  the  subject  of  constitu- 
tional classification.  The  entire  group  of  citations  are  refer- 
able to  Deppe  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  36  Iowa,  52, — ^which 
they  expressly,  directly  or  indirectly,  follow, — conceded  by 
my  brethren  to  be  contrary  to  their  conclusion.  They  failed, 
as  it  seems,  to  discover  that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Kansas,  adopted  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
merely  upheld  the  Kansas  law  with  the  construction  given 
thereto  by  the  Iowa  court 

My  brethren  disregard  without  diflSculty  LavaUee  v.  8L  P., 
M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  40  Minn.  249,  41  K  W.  974;  Johnson  v.  St 
P.  &  D.  R.  Co.  43  Minn.  222,  45  N".  W.  156 ;  Pearson  v.  C, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  47  Minn.  9,  49  K  W.  302 ;  Weisel  v.  E. 
R.  Co.  79  Minn.  245,  82  N.  W.  576;  and  O'Niel  v.  0.  N.  R. 
Co.  80  Minn.  27,  82  K  W.  1086.  But  the  Minnesota  law 
was  quite  as  sweeping  in  its  provisions  as  ours,  omitting  the 
feature  of  the  latter  as  to  shop  and  oflBcc  employees.  It  was 
construed  the  same  as  the  Iowa  law  and  the  Kansas  law  and 
sustained  upon  the  same  ground  as  they  were  sustained.  It 
seems  my  brethren  do  not  give  ppper  dignity  to  those  cases 
by  merely  suggesting  that  the  basis  for  classification  was  hold 
to  be  the  extraordinary  hazard  to  employees.  I  think  in  that 
there  is  confusion  between  purpose  of  the  law  and  the  element 
of  being  germane  to  the  purpose.  The  purpose  of  all  such 
la^vs  is  public  safety.  The  basis  of  classification  has  regard 
to  the  element  of  adaptation.  The  decisions  which  are  sup- 
posed to  support  the  conclusion  this  court  has  reached,  as  well 
as  the  others,  all  make  the  special  hazard  the  basis  for  the 
classification.  They  all  deal  with  a  single  class  of  legislation 
and  are  in  harmony. 

True,  the  Minnesota  court  said,  "The  manifest  purpose 
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^as  to  give  the  benefit  to  employees  engaged  in  the  hazardous 
business  of  operating  railroads."  Can  there  be  any  possible 
question  but  that  the  purpose  of  the  act  in  question  is  to  give 
special  benefits  to  the  same  class  and  to  others  ?  The  fact  that 
the  special  benefits,  in  a  sense,  penalize  the  employers,  and 
so  operate  to  the  Benefit  of  the  people  generally  as  regards 
Safety,  does  not  militate  against  the  fact  that  the  primary 
benefit  in  the  mind  of  the  legislature  was  to  employees.  I 
see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion  that  all  these  cases  support 
the  conclusioiTl  have  arrived  at  on  principle  alone  and  aro 
in  perfect  harmony,  leaving  no  room  to  reject  some  and  adopt 
others. 

The  foregoing  covers  all  ground  traveled  over  by  the  court 
to  its  conclusion.  I  might  safely,  I  have  shown,  rest  my  con- 
trary conclusion  on  the  precedents  the  court  relies  on  if  prece- 
dents alone  were  to  govern.  It  was  no  fault  of  the  learned 
coimsel  for  appellant  that  the  court  did  not  take  notice  that 
the  starting  point  of  all  the  judicial  authority  referred  to  by 
respondent's  counsel  and  the  court  is  Deppe  v.  G.,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.,  supra.  These  further  cases  cited  by  appellant's 
counsel  from  other  states,  also  based  on  the  logic  of  the  Iowa 
case,  were  not  referred  to  in  the  court's  opinion.  Bradford 
C.  Co.  V.  Hefiin,  88  Miss.  314,  42  South.  174;  Ballard  v. 
Miss.  C.  0.  Co.  81  Miss.  507,  34  South.  533 ;  Beleal  v.  N. 
P.  R.  Co.  15  N.  Dak.  318,  108  N.  W.  33,  The  gist  of  all  ia 
in  the  early  Iowa  case. 

The  upshot  of  the  foregoing  is  that  if  the  act  in  question 
could  be  sustained  at  all,  it  would  have  to  rest  on  a  prelimi- 
nary construction  of  the  statute  in  harmony  with  the  numer- 
ous decisions  referred  to.  I  see  no  way  to  reach  the  prelimi- 
nary construction  because  of  the  plain,  unmistakable  purpose- 
in  the  act  to  include  all  employees  regardless  of  whether  op- 
erating strictly  within  the  zone  of  railroad  risks  or  not,  with 
the  exception  noted,  and  that  exception  necessarily  negatives- 
any  theory  that  any  other  employees  are  excluded  under  the 
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canon  of  construction  expressio  vmius  est  exclusio  aUeritis. 
As  the  injured  person  here  was  a  mere  fence  builder  and  so 
not  injured  by  any  peril,  properly  denominable  as  a  railroad 
risk,  the  complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action  under  the 
universal  rule  for  construction  of  such  statutes  as  ours,  where 
so  framed  as  to  be  open  to  construction*  'Therefore,  from  any 
viewpoint  the  pleading  can  be  reasonably  measured  it  fails, 
utterly,  in  my  judgment,  to  state  a  cause  of  action. 

The  decision  upholding  the  third  subdivision  of  the  law 
upon  the  theory  that  it  is  a  mere  declaration  of  the  unwritten 
law,  I  cannot  subscribe  to.  True,  we  should  not  declare  a 
law  unconstitutional  if  a  construction  of  it  can  be  reasonably 
given  which  will  avoid  that  result,  but  just  as  true  a  law  not 
open  to  construction  should  never  be  varied  in  its  plain,  ordi- 
nary sense  by  an  effort  to  construe  it.  It  is  only  where  un- 
certainty of  sense  begins  that  the  office  of  judicial  construc- 
tion can  properly  become  active.  Further,  just  as  true  it  is 
a  canon  of  construction  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  in  the  enact- 
ment of  a  law  that  the  legislature  intended  some  change  in 
existing  law,  written  or  unwritten,  or  to  make  a  new  r^ula- 
tion  of  some  sort  Any  construction  is  to  be  avoided  which 
would  convict  the  lawmaking  power  of  merely  spreading  a 
collection  of  words  on  the  record  in  the  form  of  a  law,  but  in 
fact  meaning  nothing,  if  any  rational  view  can  be  taken  of 
the  enactment  leading  to  a  different  result.  Again,  in  con- 
struing a  law,  after  discovering  ambiguity  justifying  it,  the 
court  should  look,  among  other  things,  to  its  reason  and  spirit 
and  read  it  according  to  the  intent,  if  that  can  be  discovered, 
expressed  within  the  broadest  reasonable  scope  of  the  words 
used ;  the  fair,  ordinary  meaning  of  such  language,  however, 
to  be  taken,  unless  it  appears  clearly  that  some  other  was 
intended.  All  these  principles  are  so  familiar  that  citation 
of  authority  in  support  of  them  is  unnecessary. 

In  face  of  the  principles  stated  and  the  common  knowl- 
edge that  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  there  was  more  or  less 
sentiment  against  courts  exercising  the  judicial  power  to  take 
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cases  from  juries  on  the  question  of  contributory  negligence, 
upon  such  a  question  appearing  by  the  evidence  to  be  one  of 
law  only,  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  is  quite  plain.  The 
state  of  public  mind  suggested,  whether  reasonable  or  not,  we 
need  not  take  time  to  discuss.  Considerable  unrest  under  the 
administration  of  the  law  in  that  regard  existed  going  to  the 
extent  of  suggesting  that  courts  were  prone  to  usurp  the  func- 
tions of  the  jury.  It  was  not  appreciated,  it  is  thought,  that 
the  question  of  whether  evidence  shows  contributory  negli- 
gence beyond  any  reasonable  view  to  the  contrary,  was  never 
a  jury  question,  and  that  no  trial  court  could  hold  to  the  con- 
trary without  a  breach  of  judicial  duty.  In  that  light  and 
in  the  light  of  the  plain  letter  of  the  enactment  in  question 
and  the  rules  we  have  referred  to,  I  could  not,  if  I  would, 
escape  the  conclusion  that  the  legislature  intended  to,  and 
supposed  that  it  could,  take  from  courts  a  power  they  had 
been  accustomed  to  exercise  in  the  ordinary  performance  of 
their  duties  under  the  plain  mandate  of  the  fimdamental 
law. 

Can  there  be  any  mistaking  the  meaning  of  the  words, 
especially  in  the  light  of  what  has  been  said : 

"The  court  shall  submit  to  the  jury  the  following  questions : 
First,  whether  the  company  .  .  .  was  guilty  of  negligence  di- 
rectly contributing  to  the  injury ;  second,  if  that  question  is 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  whether  the  person  injured  was 
guilty  of  any  negligence  which  directly  contributed  to  the  in- 
jury; third,  if  that  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
whether  the  negligence  of  the  party  so  injured  was  slighter 
or  greater  as  a  contributing  cause  to  the  injury  than  that  of 
the  company  •  •  .  ;  and  such  other  questions  as  may  be  nec- 
essary." 

Discretion  was  left,  it  will  be  noted,  as  to  "such  other 
questions"  but  none  as  to  the  special  questions  covering  the 
vital  paints  of  negligence.  So  looking  at  the  legislative 
effort,  all  would  agree  that  it  is  a  usurpation,  though  an  inno- 
cent one  of  course. 

I  would  be  exceedingly  slow  in  reaching  a  conclusion  that 
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the  legislature  intended  to  pass  an  unconstitutional  law.  In 
all  my  experience  as  a  lawyer  and  judge,  covering  a  period  of 
nearly  forty  years,  I  have  never  known  of  an  instance  of  such 
an  effectuated  intent  and  do  not  expect  to  meet  with  any  in 
the  future.  It  was  a  mistake,  in  my  judgment,  that  is  all. 
Nevertheless,  it  evinces  that  the  entire  enactment  was  allowed 
to  take  the  form  of  law  without  being  subjected  to  careful 
legislative  scrutiny  in  the  light  of  constitutional  tests.  To 
some  extent,  I  should  say,  the  rule  applies  to  such  a  case,  that 
in  case  of  a  court's  conclusion  of  fact  based  on  a  wrong  rule 
of  law,  the  ordinary  presumption  of  its  correctness  does  not 
obtain.  So  when  the  legislature  makes  a  law,  so  called,  not 
taking  note  that  its  power  is  limited,  its  judgment  on  the 
basis  entitling  it  to  controlling  significance  within  all  reason- 
able bounds,  is  not  incorporated  into  the  work. 

The  view  the  court  took  of  the  act  rendered  it  unnecessary, 
as  was  supposed,  to  consider  subd.  8,  providing  that  in  case 
of  an  action  in  this  state  to  enforce  liability  for  an  injury  oc- 
curring in  a  sister  state,  the  defendant  shall  not  be  permitted 
to  plead  or  prove  the  decision  of  the  latter  state  as  a  defense. 
The  view  I  have  taken  rather  calls  for  such  consideration,  but 
it  may  be  done  briefly.  The  provision  was  copied  substan- 
tially verbatim  from  the  law  of  Indiana.  Doubtless  it  was 
borrowed,  overlooking  the  fact  that  January  17,  1902,  and 
prior  to  the  adoption  here,  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  held 
that  it  was  clearly  an  unconstitutional  interference  with 
property  rights.  The  logic  of  the  court's  opinion  on  the  sub- 
ject is  unanswerable.  When  a  person  is  injured  in  a  sister 
state  through  breach  of  duty  by  another  as  regards  his  per- 
sonal safety,  such  person  becomes  vested,  at  once,  with  such 
rights  of  action  to  remedy  the  wrong  as  the  law  of  such  sister 
state  affords  and  none  other,  and,  in  case  of  his  death,  the 
rights  of  personal  representatives  are  likewise  restricted. 
The  action  being  transitory,  the  defense  is  likewise  transi- 
tory.    The  two  necessarily,  upon  familiar  principles,  go  to- 
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^ther.  A  law  of  a  state  other  than  that  of  the  injury,  allow- 
ing prosecution  of  an  action  for  the  wrong  upon  a  different 
basis  than  the  right  and  preventing  the  use  of  a  vested  de- 
fense, is  confiscation.  That  doctrine  has  support  in  our 
own  decisions,  in  the  decisions  of  the  federal  supreme  court, 
and  in  the  general  trend  of  authority.  Second  Ward  Sai\ 
Bartk  v.  Schranck,  97  Wis.  250,  73  K  W.  31 ;  Peninstdar  L. 
d:  C.  Works  v.  Union  0.  &  P.  Co.  100  Wis.  488,  76  N.  W. 
359 ;  Eau  Claire  Nat.  Bank  v.  Macaidey,  101  Wis.  304,  72  K 
W.  176;Pritchard  v.  Norton,  106  U.  S.  124, 1  Sup.  Ct  102 ; 
Hovey  v.  Elliott,  167  U.  S.  409,  17  Sup.  Ct.  841. 

The  parts  of  the  law  thus  invalid,  as  I  think,  leave  nothing 
which  the  legislature  would  havB  enacted  independently. 
Therefore,  upon  familiar  principles  the  enactment  is  wholly 
Toid. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  any  event  the  law  may  be 
very  short-lived.  The  federal  supreme  court  in  the  Ein- 
phyers'  Liability  Cases,  207  IT.  S.  463,  28  Sup.  Ct  141, 
held  that  a  law  which  includes  employees  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce  is  as  to  that  feature  a  regulation  of  such  com- 
merce. The  federal  law  was  condemned  because  it  dealt  with 
all  employees  of  a  railroad  doing  interstate  business  whether 
engaged  at  the  time  of  the  injury  in  such  business  or  in  in- 
trastate business,  and  that  the  two  features  were  inseparable. 
Hence  the  whole  was  held  unconstitutional.  Following  the 
$ame  line  of  reasoning,  this  court  has  very  recently  held  that 
an  act  limiting  the  hours  of  labor  of  railway  telegraphers  of 
a  railroad  company  doing  both  interstate  and  intrastate  busi- 
ness, is  necessarily  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  as  the 
two  kinds  of  business  done  by  the  same  employees  are  in- 
separable; hence  that  it  is  unconstitutional.  Congress  having 
already  occupied  the  field  as  to  interstate  commerce  and  by  a 
law  materially  different  from  the  state  law. 

Since  April  22,  1908,  the  same  situation  we  dealt  with  re- 
garding telegraphers  has  existed  as  to  injuries  to  railway  em- 
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ployees.  On  that  day  Congress  passed  an  act,  supposed  to- 
be  free  from  the  infirmity  which  led  to  condemnation  of  the 
one  in  the  Employers*  Liability  Cases  and  thereby  as  to  per- 
sonal injuries  to  railway  employees  received  in  the  course  of 
their  service  in  interstate  transportation,  occupied  the  field 
under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  constitution.  The  law 
(see  35  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  1907-8,  p.  65)  conflicts  in  a 
radical  degree  with  our  state  provision.  The  two  may  not  be 
able  to  stand  together  under  the  logic  of  the  decision  in  the 
Telegraphers'  Case  (State  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  136  Wis. 
407).  Whether  such  legislation  will  not  wholly  displace  our 
state  act  is  in  sight,  but  not  for  decision  at  this  time. 

We  now  close  this  rather  lengthy,  but  I  trust  not  too- 
lengthy,  opinion.  The  vast  importance  of  the  question  at 
issue  seemed  to  justify  the  extensive  treatment  I  have  de- 
voted thereto.  With  the  amount  of  labor  we  have,  work  of 
this  independent  sort  would  not  be  entered  upon  other  tham 
under  the  stimulus  of  a  supposed  command  of  duty.  The 
learned  counsel  for  appellant  and  counsel  for  respondent  as 
well,  presented  the  case  with  distinguished  ability  and  help- 
fulness. In  my  view,  as  indicated,  the  position  of  appellant 
is  grounded  on  principle  and  on  a  long  line  of  well-reasoned 
judicial  authority  with  which  there  is,  substantially,  no- 
conflict  So  believing,  it  seemed  a  duty  to  the  court,  to  the 
profession,  and  to  the  administration  of  the  law  generally,  to 
express  fully  my  views.  I  will  say  here,  as  on  another  occa- 
sion for  the  court,  we  do  not  doubt  but  that  the  very  best  of 
intentions  were  the  mainspring  of  the  enactment  in  question, 
but  good  intentions  can  never  save  a  legislative  effort  if  the 
paramount  law  condemns  it  The  constitution  was  made  to- 
guard  the  people  against  the  dangers  of  good  intentions  as 
well  as  bad  intentions  and  mistakes.  The  former  may  excuse 
a  void  enactment,  but  never  justify  it 

It  is  never  a  pleasant  duty  to  perform,  to  condemn  a  law^ 
as  void.     The  dignity  of  the  legislative  office  is  high.     Co- 
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ordinate  branches  of  the  government  owe  great  deference 
thereto  "while  maintaining  the  dignity  of  their  own  field  of 
activity.  It  is  upon  co-operation  of  the  three  grand  divisions 
of  our  governmental  system  upon  that  high  plane,  each  doing 
its  duty  firmly  and  submitting  cheerfully  to  the  authority  of 
the  other  within  the  constitutional  scope  thereof, — that  we 
must  rely  for  that  strong,  efficient  government  which  the 
fathers  endeavored  to  establish  by  a  constitution,  which  de- 
serves our  most  distinguished  consid^ation  as  an  ideal  decla- 
ration of  principles  essential  to  the  purpose  declared  in  its 
opening  lines.  ... 

Perhaps  it  is  unnecessary  to  close  with  the  statement  that 
it  is  my  opinion  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained. 

•  s 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  24,  1909 : 

WiNSLOW,  0.  J.  (coneurring)\  While  I  heartily  agree 
with  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  I  deem  it  proper, 
in  view  of  the  importance  of  the  case,  to  add  a  few  words  of 
my  own  in  order  to  express  in  my  own  way  the  grounds  upon 
which  I  understand  the  decision  to  be  based. 

The  main  contention  of  appellant  is  that  the  law  is  uncon- 
stitutional because  not  confined  to  those  employees  who  are 
actually  engaged  in  operating  trains  or  incurring  risks  pecul- 
iar to  the  railroad  business.  The  claim  is  that  there  can  be 
no  classification  except  a  classification  of  employees  based 
upon  the  character  of  the  risk  incurred.  There  is  doubtless 
much  authority  which  justifies  this  daim.  Such  was  un- 
questionably the  controlling  idea  when  laws  of  this  nature 
first  made  their  appearance  on  the  statute  books.  Many  such 
laws  were  confined  by  their  terms  to  injuries  resulting  from 
hazards  peculiar  to  the  railroad  business,  and  some  were  up- 
held only  because  the  courts  were  able  to  construe  them  as  in- 
tended only  to  cover  injuries  resulting  from  such  hazards. 
Whether  the  last-named  courts  would  now  feel  required  to  so 
Vol.  138—17 
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construe  such  laws  in  order  to  sustain  their  constitutionality 
may  be  doubtf uL     I  think  not,  and  for  this  reason : 

Railway  corporations  engaged  in  the  business  of  common 
carriers  have  been  classified  and  subjected  to  peculiar  and 
special  legislation  from  the  earliest  times,  and  properly  so. 
Their  situation  and  the  peculiar  character  of  their  business 
and  its  relation  to  the  public  safety  demand  special  legisla- 
tion. This  law,  therefore,  in  classifying  railway  carriers 
and  subjecting  them  to  (^fferent  liabilities,  only  follows  many 
other  laws  whose  constitutionality  never  has  been  questioned. 
Viewed  in  the  light  of  a  classification  of  railway  carriers 
rather  than  as  a  classification  of  employees  or  dangers,  there 
seoms  to  me  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  sustained  without 
difficulty.  Railway  carriers  conduct  a  business  unique  in  its 
dangers,  both  to  their  employees  and  to  the  public,  and  are 
charged  with  unique  liabilities  to  the  entire  public.  These 
are  considerations  which  suggest  or  demand  special  and  pe- 
culiar legislation ;  and  this  legislation  may  well  be  along  the 
lines  of  an  increased  liability  for  the  negligence  of  their  own 
employees,  not  only  in  the  operation  of  trains  but  in  all  the 
railway  business. 

From  the  fence  repairer  to  the  locomotive  engineer,  prac- 
tically every  railway  employee  is  doing  something  upon  which 
depends  not  only  the  successful  operation  of  the  railroad  but 
the  safety  of  the  passengers  who  ride  over  it  The  fence  re- 
pairer in  the  present  case  was  engaged  in  assisting  in  making 
travel  over  the  road  safe  from  the  danger  of  collision  with 
animals.  He  was  performing  a  duty  to  the  public  with 
which  the  railroad  is  charged.  The  man  repairing  fences  on 
a  farm  is  performing  no  such  duty.  Herein  lies  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  acts,  and  herein  lies,  also,  the  reason 
which  calls  for  special  legislation  requiring  higher  care  on  the 
part  of  the  railway  company  in  the  selection  of  all  of  its  em- 
ployees, and  imposing  greater  liability  for  the  acts  of  em- 
ployees than  is  required  of  an  ordinary  employer. 
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In  a  word,  it  is  proper  to  subject  railway  carriers  to  a 
higher  degree  of  liability  for  the  neglect  of  their  servants, 
not  simply  because  the  business  has  peculiar  dangers,  but  be- 
cause it  bears  a  peculiar  relation  to  the  safety  of  the  publio 
which  no  other  business  bears,  and  hence  greater  diligence  in 
the  selection  of  its  employees  may  justly  be  demanded  and 
enforced  by  means  of  a  law  imposing  a  heavier  liability  than 
that  imposed  on  ordinary  employers.  This  principle  was,  I 
think,  fully  recognized  in  the  Employers*  LiahUiiy  Cases, 
207  U.  S.  468,  28  Sup.  Ot  141,  where  the  federal  law  which 
attempted  to  make  an  interstate  railway  carrier  liable  to  any 
of  its  employees  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  negligence  of 
co-employees,  notwithstanding  slight  contributory  negligence, 
was  under  consideration.  It  is  true  that  the  law  was  held 
void,  but  only  on  the  ground  that  it  covered  intrastate  com- 
merce as  well  as  interstate  commerce,  and  hence  was  beyond 
the  power  of  Congress  to  enact.  Otherwise  the  law,  which 
covered  by  its  terms  all  employees,  was  practically  approved. 
Mr.  Justice  White,  who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says 
that  if  the  law  applied  to  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
territories  only  it  could  not  be  questioned,  because  the  legisla- 
tive power  of  Congress  over  these  regions  is  plenary  and  not 
d^endent  on  the  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  constitu- 
tion.    Mr.  Justice  Moody,  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  says : 

*T[t  is  rather  startling  to  hear  that  in  enacting  laws  appli- 
cable to  common  carriers  alone  Congress  has  made  a  capri- 
cious and  arbitrary  classification.  From  time  immemorial 
the  common  law  has  set  apart  those  engaged  in  that  business 
as  a  peculiar  class,  to  be  governed  in  many  respects  by  laws 
peculiar  to  themselves.^' 

Thus  it  is  seen  that  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
in  treating  of  a  law  substantially  identical  with  the  law  be- 
fore us,  regarded  it  as  a  law  classifying  railway  carriers  and 
not  as  a  law  classifying  laborers.  In  this  view  I  can  see  no 
difficulty  with  the  main  provision  of  the  law,  which  makes 
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railway  carriers  liable  to  an  employee  who  may  be  injured 
by  the  negligence  of  a  co-employee.  It  is  a  classification  of 
railway  carriers  which  is  reasonably  8ugg«e8ted,  if  not  de- 
manded, not  merely  by  the  peculiar  risks  incurred  by  the  em- 
ployee, but  by  the  highly  important  duties  which  the  railway 
companies  and  their  employees  are  in  duty  bound  to  perform 
for  the  safety  of  the  public 

As  to  the  exclusion  of  shop  and  office  employees  a  different 
question  arises.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  there  may  be  classifi- 
cation among  employees,  if  the  circumstances  of  the  employ- 
ment are  so  far  diflferent  as  to  suggest  the  propriety  of  classi- 
fication. As  a  general  rule,  shop  and  office  employees  are  in 
less  danger  from  the  negligence  of  their  oo-employees,  and 
perform  duties  less  directly  connected  with  the  safety  of  the 
traveling  public,  than  train  employees  and  construction  or 
repair  gangs.  The  legislature  deemed  the  diflFerence  in  du- 
ties sufficient  to  exclude  shop  and  office  employees  from  the 
provisions  of  the  law,  and  the  court  woidd  not  be  justified  in 
holding  that  the  legislature  was  wrong  in  its  judgment 

'  Upon  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  there  was  a  brief  for  the 
appellant  by  H.  0.  Fairchild,  attorney,  and  Burton  Hanson 
and  C.  H.  Van  Alstine,  of  counsel,  and  a  brief  for  the  re- 
spondent by  Minahan  £  Minahan. 

The  motion  was  denied  March  9,  1909. 


BoBiKG,  Executor,  Respondent,  vs.  Ott,  Appellant. 

NovemJter  SO,  1908--March  9, 1909. 

Judgment  ohtained  Jty  perjury:  Restraining  enforcement:  Degree  of 
proof  required. 

1.  Equity  will  restrain  the  enforcement  of  a  Judgment  obtained 
solely  by  fraud  and  perjury  of  the  successful  party  If  the  de- 
feated party  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  or  laches. 
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2.  The  enforcement  of  a  Judgment  regularly  entered  after  a  trial 
in  a  court  of  law  should  not  be  restrained  in  equity  unless  the 
ground  for  Interference  is  established  beyond  all  reasonable 
controversy  by  evidence  clear,  convincing,  and  satisfactory. 

S.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  insufficient,  under  the  rule  above 
stated,  to  establish  the  fraud  and  perjury  alleged. 

Mabshall,  J.,  concurring  in  the  result.  Is  of  the  opinion  that 
In  such  a  case  the  facts  should  not  be  required  to  be  shown  by 
any  higher  degree  of  proof  than,  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  fraud, 
by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence;  that  the  proof  was  sufficient 
in  this  case;  but  that,  in  order  to  be  ground  for  relief,  the  fraud 
must  have  been  extrinsic  and  have  directly  induced  the  Judg- 
ment, and  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  Judgment  was  obtained 
by  perjured  testimony  does  not  warrant  equitable  Interference. 

Appeai,  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county :  E.  W.  Helms,  Judge.     Beversed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  perpetually  enjoin  the  defend- 
ant, Eli  Oti,  from  further  prosecuting  an  action  in  which 
Ott  was  plaintiif  and  the  plaintiff  herein  defendant  in  the 
circuit  court  for  Ashland  county,  and  enjoining  the  entry 
and  enforcement  of  collection  of  such  judgment  or  any  part 
thereof  out  of  the  estate  of  F.  J.  Pool,  deceased,  and  for  other 
relief,  which  judgment  was  ordered  by  this  court  in  Ott  v. 
Boring,  131  Wis.  472, 110  IST.  W.  824,  111  N.  W.  833,  where 
the  facts  upon  which  judgment  was  ordered  are  stated.  The 
grounds  of  action  to  restrain  the  entry  and  collection  of  this 
judgment  are  that  the  contract  between  Pool  and  Ott,  made 
in  1887,  and  upon  which  the  judgment  sought  to  be  enjoined 
in  this  action  was  founded,  was  rescinded  and  canceled  by 
mutual  agreement  between  Fool  and  Oti  in  1889,  fifteen 
years  before  Pool's  death,  and  that  Ott  concealed  such  fact 
from  Pool's  representatives,  to  whom  it  was  unknown,  and 
after  Pool's  death  asserted  his  claim  against  the  estate  of 
Pool  under  such  contract  which  he  represented  to  be  in  force 
and  valid  against  the  estate,  and  by  fraudulent  representa- 
tions imposed  upon  and  deceived  the  representatives  of  Pool 
and  the  court  and  secured  a  judgment  by  fraud  and  perjury 
which  was  not  discovered  until  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
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of  this  court  heretofore  referred  to,  although  every  reason- 
able effort  to  discover  the  same  was  made.  Ott  answered,, 
denying  generally  the  material  aUegatiouLS  respecting  mis- 
conduct and  rescission,  and  set  up  the  decision  in  Ott  v.  Bor- 
ing, former  action,  as  a  bar,  and  also  pleaded  lack  of  dili- 
gence in  former  action. 

On  the  trial  of  this  action  the  court  found  as  follows: 

"That  in  the  fall  of  1889  the  defendant,  Ott,  was  dis- 
charged by  the  late  Franklin  J.  Pool  from  his  employ,  and 
a  few  days  later  was  re-employed  by  said  Pool  solely  as  a 
clerk,  at  a  salary  of  $15  per  week.  That  at  the  time  of  such 
rc-cmployment  the  written  contract  or  letter  of  October  17^ 
1887,  was  by  agreement  between  them,  as  a  condition  of  such 
re-employment,  mutually  canceled,  rescinded,  and  abrogated, 
and  said  Ott  voluntarily  then  surrendered  up  and  waived  all 
his  rights  under  the  same. 

"That  soon  after  the  death  of  said  Pool  in  July,  1904^  said 
Ott,  concealing  the  fact  of  such  surrender  and  cancellation 
from  the  family  of  Pool  and  from  the  plaintiff,  set  up  a  claim 
under  said  contract  of  a  quarter  interest  in  the  store  busi- 
ness left  by  Pool,  and  filed  with  the  county  court  his  verified 
claim  for  such  interest  against  said  Pool's  estate.  That  in 
the  county,  circuit,  and  supreme  courts  he  asserted  in  his  ac- 
tion thereon  against  said  estate  that  he  was  entitled  to  said 
interest  under  said  written  letter  or  contract,  and  concealed 
the  fact  of  such  rescission  and  cancellation  and  imposed  the 
said  agreement  upon  the  estate  and  court  as  valid,  and 
thereby  procured  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  his  favor 
sustaining  and  upholding  his  said  claim.  Such  decisicm  was^ 
rendered  February  19,  1907.  131  Wis.  472,  110  N.  W. 
824,  111  N.  W.  833.  That  said  verification  of  his  claim  as 
a  valid  one,  and  concealment  of  said  surrender  and  cancella- 
tion, under  the  circumstances,  was  a  fraud  upon  said  estate 
and  upon  the  court. 

"That  prior  to  August,  1904,  when  said  Ott  presented 
said  claim  to  the  family  of  said  F.  J.  Pool,  the  family  and 
heirs  and  executors  of  said  Pool  and  their  attorneys  did  not, 
nor  did  any  of  them,  know,  and  had  never  heard,  of  the  exist- 
ence of  said  agreement  of  October  17,  1887.  That  in  Au- 
gust, 1904,  was  the  first  time  thev  or  anv  of  them  ever 
learned  of  its  existence. 
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"That  between  February  19, 1907,  and  February  22,  1907, 
the  plaintiff's  attorneys  for  the  first  time  discovered  that  said 
agreement  or  letter  of  October  17,  1887,  had  been  surren- 
dered and  canceled  in  the  lifetime  of  said  F.  J.  Pool,  and 
prior  to  February  19,  1907,  neither  the  family  or  heirs  of 
said  Pool  or  the  executors  of  his  estate,  or  their  attorneys,  or 
any  of  said  persons,  had  known  or  4eamed,  or  had  any  means 
of  knowing  or  learning,  anything  of  that  nature,  and  had  no 
reason  for  believing  that  any  such  fact  existed. 

"That  prior  to  the  trials  which  were  had  in  the  county  and 
circuit  courts  upon  said  Otfs  claim  the  said  executor  and  his 
attorneys  used  all  reasonable  and  due  diligence  to  ascertain 
any  and  all  facts  bearing  upon  the  validity  of  said  claim,  and 
ascertained  everything  which  was  then  ascertainable,  and 
were  not  negligent  in  failing  to  discover  the  fact  of  said  can- 
cellation which  afterwards  came  to  light. 

"That  after  the  discovery  of  said  new  facts  between  Feb- 
ruary 19,  1907,  and  February  22,  1907,  the  said  executor  or 
his  attorneys  were  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  applying  to 
the  supreme  court  within  thirty  days  from  its  decision  for 
an  enlargement  of  its  mandate  upon  the  facts  then  within 
their  possession  or  in  not  applying  to  the  circuit  court  for  a 
new  trial  under  the  statute. 

"That  the  issue  involved  in  this  action  was  not  involved, 
tried,  and  passed  upon  in  the  former  action  of  Ott  v.  Boring, 
determined  as  aforesaid  by  the  supreme  court  on  February 
19,  1907.     131  Wis,  472,  110  K  W.  824,  111  N.  W.  833.'» 

And  as  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found : 

"That  in  suppressing  and  concealing  the  fact  of  cancella- 
tion of  said  contract  said  Ott  procured  the  judgment  in  his 
favor  in  said  former  action  by  fraud. 

"That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  the 
defendant  perpetually  restraining  and  enjoining  him,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  in  any 
manner  enforcing,  or  taking  any  steps  to  enforce,  the  juds;- 
ment  in  his  favor  rendered  or  entered  or  to  be  entered  in  this 
court  under  the  mandate  of  the  supreme  court  under 
said  decision  of  February  19,  1907,  in  said  action  of  Ott 
V.  Boring,  as  executor,  and  to  have  the  lien  of  the  same 
set  aside  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  any  real  estate  left 
by  said  F.  J.  Pool,  deceased,  upon  which  the  same  might  ap- 
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pear  to  be  a  lien,^and  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to 
the  court  for  a  further  decree  upon  the  foot  of  the  judgment 
compelling  the  defendant,  Ott,  to  satisfy  said  judgment  in 
whole  or  in  part,  if  such  relief  should  become  necessary  to 
protect  the  plaintiff  or  the  estate  of  said  E,  J,  Pool  there- 
from." 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  accord- 
ance with  the  findings,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  was 
taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Sanhom,  Lamoreux 
<&  Pray  and  //.  jB.  Walmsley,  attorneys,  and  Burr  W.  Jones, 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  F.  B.  Laraoreux,  Mr. 
Walmsley,  Mr.  Jones,  and  Mr.  A.  W.  Sanhom. 

Richard  Sleight,  attorney,  and  James  O.  Flanders,  of 
counsel,  for  the  respondent. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  26,  1909: 

Kebwin,  J.  1.  Counsel  for  appellant  seasonably  objected 
to  any  evidence  under  the  complaint  for  the  reason  that  it 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  this  ruling  is  assigned 
as  error.  The  basic  ground  upon  which  equity  is  invoked  to 
restrain  execution  of  the  judgment  is  the  alleged  fraud  and 
perjury  in  presenting  and  maintaining  the  claim  against 
the  estate  of  Pool  when  no  such  claim  existed,  because 
the  original  agreement  between  Pool  and  Ott  had  been  can- 
celed and  rescinded  and  the  appellant  continued  in  the  em- 
ploy of  Pool  under  a  contract  of  service  only.  The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff^s  complaint  can  be  sustained,  if  at 
all,  is  based  upon  the  allegations  of  perjury  in  verifying  the 
claim  and  sustaining  it  by  committing  perjury,  diligence  on 
the  part  of  plaintiff  on  former  trial,  and  failure  to  discover 
such  fraud  and  perjury  in  time  to  be  available  in  the  former 
action.  The  claim  was  presented  in  the  county  court,  disal- 
lowed, case  appealed  to  the  circuit  court,  general  denial,  stat- 
ute of  limitation  and  payment  pleaded,  there  disallowed,  and 
on  appeal  to  this  court  reversed,  and  judgment  ordered  for 
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Ott.  After  reciting  the  facts  leading  up  to  the  reversal  by 
this  court  in  Ott  v.  Boring,  131  Wis.  472,  110  N.  W.  824, 
111  N.  W.  833,  the  complaint  in  the  present  action  sets  up 
facts  showing  rescission  and  cancellation  of  the  old  contract, 
promise  of  surrender  by  Ott,  making  of  the  new  agreement 
by  which  Ott  agreed  to  continue  in  the  employ  of  Pool  on  a 
salary,  the  alleged  false  claim  that  the  old  contract  had  been 
lost,  concealment  of  it  until  after  Pool's  death,  and  intent  to 
defraud  the  estate  of  Pool  by  the  false  claim  that  the  contract 
was  still  in  force,  wilfully  testifying  thereto,  and  thus  obtain- 
ing the  judgment  by  fraud  and  perjury,  which  this  action  is 
brought  to  enjoin. 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  appellant  under  this  head  that 
the  former  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  this  ac- 
tion and  cannot  be  questioned  in  the  instant  case ;  while  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent  it  is  insisted  that  the  alleged  rescis- 
sion, cancellation,  and  perjury  committed  by  plaintiff  not 
having  been  discovered  until  after  judgment  in  the  former 
action,  such  question  was  not  in  fact  litigated  and  therefore 
cannot  be  held  conclusive  upon  respondent.  It  is  said  that 
release  and  rescission  are  new  matters  and  must  be  pleaded, 
and,  not  having  been  pleaded  or  known  to  respondent  at  the 
time  of  the  former  trial,  he  is  not  precluded  by  the  judg- 
ment upon  such  issues.  Of  course  the  doctrine  is  too  well 
settled  in  this  court  to  require  citation  of  authority  that 
the  parties  to  an  action  are  not  only  concluded  by  the  judg- 
ment on  all  matters  litigated,  but  all  that  might  have  been 
litigated  between  them  upon  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit, 
so  that  all  defenses  to  the  cause  of  action  sued  upon,  whether 
set  up  or  not,  are  concluded  by  the  judgment  in  the  same  ac- 
tion. This  general  rule  does  not  seem  to  be  denied  by  re- 
spondent's counsel,  but  they  contend  that  where  a  new  de- 
fense arises  not  known  to  the  parties  at  the  time  of  former 
trial  and  which  with  reasonable  diligence  could  not  have  been 
discovered,  and  which  renders  it  inequitable  and  unconscion- 
able to  permit  the  other  party  to  retain  the  fruits  of  a  victory 
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acquired  by  deceit  and  fraud,  the  general  rule  does  not  apply, 
but  that  equity  will  take  hold  for  the  purpose  of  granting  re- 
lief. This  subject  was  very  fully  considered  in  Crowns  v. 
Forest  L.  Go.  102  Wis,  97,  78  N.  W.  433,  and  it  was  there 
held  that  the  bill  of  review  under  the  old  practice  no  longer 
obtains  under  the  Code,  but  that  the  Code  provides  a  com- 
plete system  in  itself,  and  that  relief,  therefore,  from  a  judg- 
ment under  our  practice  must  be  obtained  upon  the  grounds 
and  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Code.  Sec.  2879,  Stats. 
(1898),  limits  the  time  within  which  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
may  be  made  on  the  ground  of  newly-discovered  evidence  to 
one  year  from  the  date  of  verdict  or  finding.  This  statute, 
however,  does  not  deprive  a  defrauded  party  of  remedy  in  a 
proper  case.  In  StoweU  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504,  507,  508,. 
this  court  said: 

"The  rule  seems  to  be  quite  well  settled  that  chancery  will 
relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
contrary  to  equity,  when  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  in  question  pending  the  suit,  or  it  could 
not  have  been  received  as  a  defense,  or  when  he  was  prevented 
from  availing  himself  of  the  defense  by  fraud  or  accident,  or 
the  acts  of  the  opposite  party  unmixed  with  negligence  or 
fault  on  his  part." 

The  foregoing  language  is  approved  in  Crowns  v.  Forest 
L.  Co.,  supra,  and  other  decisions  of  this  court.  In  referring 
to  this  subject  in  Nye  v.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854,. 
this  court  holds  that  relief  in  equity  may  be  had  against  a 
judgment  obtained  by  fraud,  mistake,  accident,  or  surprise 
immixed  with  laches  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  suitor 
asking  relief,  and  that  perjury  in  obtaining  a  judgment  is 
sufficient  ground  for  equitable  relief  where  the  party  apply- 
ing for  relief  is  without  fault.  When  a  proper  case  is  made, 
an  action  may  be  maintained  to  restrain  the  enforcement  of 
the  judgment.  In  such  oases  the  action  is  not  for  a  new  trial 
or  to  review  the  judgment,  but  is  directed  against  the  party 
claiming  under  the  judgment  to  prevent  the  execution  of  it. 
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So  in  the  present  action  the  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  to  it  and  upon  the  subject  matter  litigated,  aad  relief 
can  be  had  only  in  a  direct  action  upon  facts  showing  a  right 
to  enjoin  its  execution.  Crowns  v.  Forest  L.  Co.  102  Wis. 
97,  78  K  W.  433;  Bahh  v.  Beach,  119  Wis.  77,  95  K  W. 
132. 

The  general  rule  laid  down  in  the  leading  case  of  U.  8.  v. 
Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  61,  applicable  to  this  class  of  actions 
is  perhaps  not  broad  enough  to  cover  all  cases  which  might. 
arise  where  a  court  of  equity  would  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  judgment.  In  fact  it  would  be  diflScult  to  formulate  any 
general  rule  sufficiently  comprehensive  and  accurate  to  fit  all 
cases.  The  Throckmorton  Case  probably  comes  as  near  to 
stating  a  general  rule  applicable  to  cases  of  the  class  under 
consideration  as  any  in  the  books.     In  that  case  it  is  said : 

"The  acts  for  which  a  court  of  equity  will  on  account  of 
fraud  set  aside  or  annul  a  judgment  or  decree  between  the 
same  parties,  rendered  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
have  relation  to  frauds,  extrinsic  or  collateral,  to  the  matter 
tried  by  the  first  court,  and  not  to  a  fraud  in  the  matter  on 
which  the  decree  was  rendered.'' 

This  court  approved  the  Throckmorton  rule  in  the  case  of 
Uecker  v.  Thiedt,  133  Wis.  148,  113  N.  W.  447,  and  others, 
but  it  was  not  its  intention  to  exclude  all  cases  not  coming 
within  the  Throckmorton  rule.  To  do  so  would  be  in  con- 
flict with  other  decisions  of  this  court  later  considered.  Even 
the  Throckmorton  Case  does  not  assume  to  go  farther  than  to- 
state  a  general  rule,  and,  after  stating  several  instances  where 
equity  will  take  jurisdiction,  continues : 

"There  is  an  admitted  exception  to  this  general  rule  in 
cases  where,  by  reason  of  something  done  by  the  successful 
party  to  a  suit,  there  was  in  fact  no  adversary  trial  or  deci- 
sion of  the  issue  in  the  case.  Where  the  unsuccessful  party 
has  been  prevented  from  exhibiting  fully  his  case  by  fraud 
or  deception  practiced  on  him  by  his  opponent,  as  by  keeping 
him  away  from  court,  a  false  promise  of  a  compromise,  or 
where  the  defendant  never  had  knowledge  of  the  suit,  being 
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kept  in  ignorance  by  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff,  or  where  an  at- 
torney fraudulently  or  without  authority  assumes  to  repre- 
sent a  party  and  connives  at  his  defeat,  or  where  the  attorney 
regularly  employed  corruptly  sells  out  his  client's  interest  to 
the  other  side, — ^these,  and  similar  cases  which  show  that  there 
has  never  been  a  real  contest  in  the  trial  or  hearing  of  the 
case,  are  reasons  for  which  a  new  suit  may  be  sustained  to 
set  aside  and  annul  the  former  judgment  or  decree  and  open 
the  case  for  a  new  and  a  fair  hearing." 

Just  what  fraud  "extrinsic  or  collateral"  is  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  court  to  act  is  not  very  clearly  defined  under  the  au- 
thorities, and,  as  before  observed,  necessarily  so  from  the  dif- 
ficulty of  prescribing  a  rule. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  United  States  supreme  court  in  a 
later  case  went  a  step  farther  than  it  did  in  the  Throckmor- 
ton Case  and  extended  the  rule  to  any  case  where  from  the 
facts  it  appeared  to  be  against  conscience  to  permit  the  exe- 
cution of  a  judgment.  Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141  U.  S.  589, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  62.  In  the  above  case  the  fraud  consisted  in  the 
use  of  a  forged  letter  in  obtaining  a  judgment,  which  was  not 
■discovered  within  time  to  be  available  by  a  new  trial,  and  but 
for  the  use  of  such  letter  the  judgment  would  not  have  been 
secured.     The  court  said : 

"Any  fact  which  clearly  proves  it  to  be  against  conscience 
to  execute  a  judgment,  and  of  which  the  injured  party  could 
not  have  availed  himself  in  a  court  of  law,  or  of  which  he 
might  have  availed  himself  at  law  but  was  prevented  by  fraud 
or  accident,  unmixed  with  any  fault  or  negligence  in  himself 
or  his  agents,  will  justify  an  application  to  a  court  of  chan- 
cery"— citing  several  authorities,  including  the  Throckmor- 
ton Case. 

In  Pico  V.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970,  27  Pac.  537, 
relied  upon  by  appellant,  where  the  Throckmorton  rule  is  ap- 
proved, the  court  lays  down  the  doctrine  that  in  some  cases 
a  former  judgment  may  be  annulled  for  fraud ;  and  it  will  be 
seen  by  an  examination  of  the  authorities  that  it  is  not  easy 
to  determine  what  frauds  may  be  regarded  extrinsic  or  col- 
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lateral  to  the  matter  tried  by  the  first  court.     The  reason  of 
the  rule  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  idea  that  there  must  be 
an  end  to  litigation,  and  therefore  an  issue  which  has  been 
tried  and  passed  upon  by  the  first  court  should  not  be  retried 
in  an  action  to  enjoin  the  judgment;  otherwise,  litigation 
would  be  interminable.     While  the  issue  might  have  been  lit- 
igated and  in  a  sense  was,  because  the  continued  existence  of 
the  contract  was  the  basis,  at  least  in  part,  of  the  recovery, 
still  the  fact  that  there  was  no  adversary  trial  upon  the  issue 
of  rescission  which  would  have  been  a  defense  if  established 
in  favor  of  Boring  is  an  element  which  should  appeal  to  the 
conscience  of  the  chancellor  in  determining  the  right  to  equi- 
table relief.     In  the  Throckmorton  Case  it  is  said  the  fraud 
must  be  ^'extrinsic  or  collateral  to  the  matter  tried  by  the  first 
courty  and  not  to  a  fraud  in  the  matter  on  which  the  decree 
was  rendered."     It  is  not  easy  to  see,  however,  why  an  issue 
determined  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  party  solely  by  perjury 
does  not  amount  to  such  a  fraud,  where  such  perjury  was  un- 
known to  the  defeated  party  and  could  not  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence  have  been  discovered.     It  would  seem 
that  a  judgment  thus  obtained  is  as  unconscionable  as  one  se- 
cured against  a  party  by  keeping  him  away  from  court  or  by 
other  corrupt  means  and  thereby  preventing  a  fair  trial  upon 
the  merits.     Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141  TJ.  S.  589, 12  Sup.  Ct. 
62;  Tucker  v.  Whittlesey,  74  Wis.  74,  41  N.  W.  535,  42  N. 
W.  101 ;  Crovms  v.  Forest  L.  Co.  102  Wis.  97,  78  K  W.  433 ; 
Zinc  C.  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  103  Wis.  125,  79  K  W. 
229 ;  Johnson  v.  Evher,  106  Wis.  282,  82  N.  W.  137 ;  Balch 
V.  Beach,  119  Wis.  77,  95  K  W.  132;  Stowell  v.  Eldred,  26 
Wis.  504. 

While  in  Crowns  v.  Forest  L.  Co.,  supra,  the  question  was 
one  largely  of  procedure,  the  court  in  no  uncertain  terms 
stated  that  the  new  procedure  under  the  Code  does  not  "at- 
tempt to  divest  the  courts  of  the  jurisdiction  they  formerly 
possessed  to  protect  the  rights  of  parties  when  fraud  had  in- 
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tervened,"  but  that  the  remedy  must  be  pursued  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  Code.     The  court  said : 

"Courts  of  equity  under  the  old  regime  had  the  power  of 
control  over  the  parties,  and  would  prevent  them  from  assert- 
ing rights  based  upon  judgments  tainted  by  fraud  or  covin. 
That  power  exists  today,  but  it  must  be  invoked  and  enforced 
in  harmony  with  the  true  spirit  and  in  accordance  with  the 
positive  requirements  of  the  new  order.  .  .  .  But  suppose,  as 
in  this  case,  the  facts  upon  which  the  fraudulent  character  of 
the  transactions  resulting  in  the  judgment  sought  to  be  at- 
tacked depends  wore  not  discovered  until  the  expiration  of 
the  year,  is  the  party  without  remedy !  While  it  may  rightly 
be  said  that  the  ground  upon  which  defendants  seek  relief  is 
newly-discovered  evidence,  yet  it  is  evidence  showing  fraud 
and  collusion,  concealed  by  the  parties  to  it,  and  which,  it  is 
claimed,  has  resulted  most  harmfully  to  the  defendants. 
This  was  a  favorite  subject  of  relief  in  equity." 

In  Zinc  C.  Co.  v.  First  Nat  Bank,  sitpra,  this  court,  speak- 
ing upon  the  subject  respecting  an  action  to  enjoin  a  judg- 
ment, said: 

"In  such  independent  action  the  complaint  may  be  sjwken 
of  as  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  in  the  sense  that 
it  is  the  pleading  on  the  part  of  a  plaintiff  to  accomplish,  in 
effect^  the  purpose  of  the  former  bill  of  review.  Strictly 
speaking,  bills  of  review  and  bills  in  the  nature  of  bills  of  re- 
view, as  such  pleadings  were  known  to  the  old  chancery  prac- 
tice, are  not  known  to  the  Code.'' 

And,  after  discussing  the  limitations  upon  motions  to  open 
judgments,  the  opinion  proceeds : 

"Neither  does  the  limitation  upon  proceedings  by  motion 
to  open  a  judgment  upon  some  ground  going  to  the  right  of 
plaintiff  to  the  relief  granted  militate  at  all  against  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  to  protect  a  person  from  a  judgment  obtained 
against  him  by  fraud," 

This  court  again  had  occasion  to  consider  this  subject  in 
Balch  V.  Beach,  supra,  and  wa  cannot  do  better  than  quote 
from  the  opinion: 

"A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  relieve  against  a 
judgment  upon  the  ground  tiat  it  is  contrary  to  equity  where 
there  is  no  other  remedy,  upon  several  different  grounds,  and 
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among  them  fraud  upon  the  party  seeking  the  relief  by  the 
person  who  obtained  the  judgment,  such  party  not  being 
guilty  of  any  inexcusable  ignorance  or  negligence  in  the  mat- 
ter.    Stou^ell  V.  FAdred,  26  Wis.  504;  Barber  v.  Rukeyser, 
39  Wis.  590 ;  Hiles  v.  Mosher,  44  Wis.  601 ;  Johnson  v.  Cole- 
man, 23  Wis.  452;  Nevil  v,  Clifford,  55  Wis.  161,  12  N.  W. 
419 ;  Crotvns  v.  Forest  L.  Co.  102  Wis.  97,  78  K  W.  433. 
The  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  not  exercised  to  disturb  a  judg- 
ment.    That  can  only  be  done  according  to  methods  provided 
by  the  Code.     But  it  acts  directly  upon  the  party  who  is  in 
a  position  to  and  might,  if  not  restrained  of  his  liberty,  en- 
force the  judgment,  tying  his  hands  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
doing  so,  thus  leaving  the  judgment  good  in  form  but  value- 
less and  harmless  in  fact.     Crowns  v.  Forest  L.  Co.,  supra; 
Zinc  C.  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  103  Wis.  135,  137,  79  K  W\ 
229;  Johnson  V.  Huber,  106  Wis.  282,  82  N.  W.  137;  Lud- 
ington  v.  Patton,  111  Wis.  208,  86  JST.  W.  571.  .  .  .  Above 
aU  and  over  all  is  the  supreme  principle  to  which  the  vigilant, 
clean-handed,  but  wronged,  party  may  resort  when  all  legal 
remedies  fail,  and  even  precedents  for  an  equitable  remedy 
also,  fitting  the  situation  with  exactness  as  to  facts, — ^that 
equity  suflFers  no  wrong  to  go  without  a  remedy,  the  wrong 
"being  of  sufficient  gravity  to  be  appreciated  by  the  conscience 
of  the  chancellor,  and  application  being  made  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion seasonably  and  with  clean  hands.     Its  power  and  mas- 
tery of  invention  and  the  flexibility  of  its  arm  enable  it  to 
fit  an  infinite  variety  of  situations  successfully  where  other- 
wise TTongs  would  go  unrighted.     Pomeroy,  Eq.  Jur.  109. 
Its  administration  is  guarded  and  guided  by   precedents, 
which,  by  judicial  policy,  fence  in  its  operations  more  or  less 
closely  according  to  subjects ;  but  in  its  nature  it  is  expansive, 
and  so  may  break  away  ex  necessitate  and  set  a  new  mark  to 
meet  a  new  situation,  and  does  not  hesitate  to  do  so  when 
-otherwise  just  rights  would  fail  of  vindication.     Land,  L.  & 
L.  Co.  V.  Mclrdyre,  100  Wis.  258,  75  N.  W.  964." 

The  court  in  Stowell  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504,  held  that 
■equity  will  restrain  the  execution  of  a  judgment  obtained  by 
perjury,  and  the  rule  there  laid  down  has  nev«r  been  de- 
parted from,  but  repeatedly  approved  in  subsequent  cases  by 
this  court  Balch  v.  Beach,  119  Wis.  77,  95  K  W.  132; 
<Jrown^  V.  Forest  L.  Co.  102  Wis.  97,  78  K  W.  433 ;  Barber 
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V.  Rukeyser,  39  Wis.  590 ;  HUes  v.  Mosher,  44  Wis.  601 ;. 
Nye  V.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  N.  W.  854;  Jilswn.  v.  Sieb- 
bins,  41  Wis.  235;  Tucker  v.  Whittlesey,  74  Wis.  74,  41  N. 
W.  535,  42  K  W.  101, 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  that  the  late  case  of  UecJcer  v. 
Thiedt,  133  Wis.  148,  113  N.  W.  447,  is  in  conflict  with  the 
StoweU  Case.  We  do  not  so  understand  it.  In  the  Uecker 
Case  it  appears  that  there  was  no  fraud  which  induced  the- 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  the  court  so  held.  Moreover, 
it  18  said  in  the  opinion  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  case- 
showing  that  the  judgment  attacked  was  inequitable  or  un- 
fair. Nor  is  anything  said  in  the  case  tending  in  any  way 
to  discredit  the  Stowell  Case  or  other  cases  in  this  court  As- 
we  have  seen,  the  Stowell  Case  is  well  supported  by  subse- 
quent decisions  of  this  court  and  is  not  wholly  without  sup- 
port in  other  jurisdictions,  as  will  be  seen  by  an  examination 
of  the  following  cases:  Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea  (82 
Tenn.)  596 ;  Peagram  v.  King,  2  Hawks,  295 ;  Moore  v.  Out- 
ley,  144  N.  C.  81,  56  S.  E.  681,  10  L.  R  A.  isr.  s.  242,  where 
it  is  held  there  must  be  a  conviction  for  perjury ;  Nelson  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  70  Eed.  526;  Galena  &  S.  W.  B.  Co.  v. 
En/nor,  116  111.  55,  4  K  E.  762 ;  Moore  v.  Parker,  25  Iowa,. 
355 ;  Olover  v.  Hedges,  1  N".  J.  Eq.  113 ;  Jewett  v.  Dringer, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  586.  It  is  true  there  is  much  conflict  in  the 
authorities  upon  this  subject,  but  we  see  no  reason  for  de- 
parting from  the  rule  heretofore  laid  down  and  followed  by 
this  court  We  believe  it  is  in  harmony  with  the  general 
rules  of  equity  jurisprudence  and  best  calculated  to  promote^ 
the  doctrine  so  often  enunciated  by  this  and  other  courta, 
"that  equity  suffers  no  wrong  to  go  without  a  remedy,  the- 
wrong  being  of  sufiicient  gravity  to  be  appreciated  by  the  con- 
science of  the  chancellor,  and  application  being  made  to  its 
jurisdiction  seasonably  and  with  clean  hands." 

On  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  we  think  it  showed  a 
case  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  judgment  oa  the  ground  that  it 
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was  obtained  solely  upon  the  fraud  and  perjured  evidence  of 
defendant,  and  that  plaintiff  could  not  with  due  diligence 
have  discovered  the  fraud  or  perjury  in  time  to  be  available 
in  the  first  action.  Perhaps  no  court  has  gone  farther  than 
this  in  upholding  the  doctrine  that  equity  allows  no  wrong  to 
go  without  a  remedy,  as  evidenced  by  the  language  heretofore 
quoted  from  the  Balch  Case.  That  language  is  a  vigorous 
statement  of  the  doctrine,  founded  upon  sound  principles  and 
policy.  We  believe  that  no  new  mark  need  be  set  in  the  pres- 
ent case  in  holding  that  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are 
sufficient  to  state  a  case  for  relief  in  equity.  If  no  case  is 
made  by  the  complaint,  it  would  seem  that  the  language 
quoted  from  Balch  v.  Beach,  119  Wis.  11,  95  K  W.  132, 
rests  in  a  fiction  not  capable  of  practical  application.  We 
therefore  conclude  that  the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of  action, 
and  no  error  was  committed  in  overruling  the  objection  to 
evidence  under  it. 

2.  It  is  further  assigned  as  error  that  the  findings  are  not 
supported  by  the  evidenca  It  is  established  by  all  the  au- 
thorities that  a  very  high  degree  of  proof  in  such  cases  is  re- 
quired, many  cases  holding  that  there  must  be  a  conviction 
for  perjury  before  equity  will  interfere,  while  others  hold 
that  it  must  be  established  beyond  reasonable  doubt  either  by 
admission,  documentary  evidence,  or  by  such  other  proof  as  to 
leave  no  reasonable  ground  for  doubt  Moore  v.  Oiilley,  144 
K  C.  81,  66  S.  E.  681,  10  L.  R.  A.  k.  s.  242 ;  Peagram  v. 
King,  2  Hawks,  606';  Woodruff  v.  Johnston,  19  N".  Y.  Supp. 
861;  Bless  v.  Evil,  27  W.  Va.  603;  Moore  v.  Parker,  25 
Iowa,  365 ;  Jones  v.  South' s  Adm*r,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  (10  Ky.) 
352;  ClarTe  v.  HacTcett,  1  Cliff.  269,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,823; 
Oldhan^  v.  Cooper,  8  Del.  Ch.  162 ;  Ahleman  v.  Roth,  12  Wis. 
81;  StoweU  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504;  Barber  v.  Rukeyser,  39 
Wis.  690;  Jilsun  v.  StebUns,  41  Wis.  236;  Tucker  v.  Whit- 
tlesey, 74  Wis.  74,  41  K  W.  636,  42  K  W.  101.  Tho  roason 
of  the  rule  is  obvious  as  laid  down  in  the  cases.  If  a  litigant 
Vol.  138— is 
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were  permitted  to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment 
regularly  entered  after  a  trial  in  a  court  of  law  upon  conflict- 
ing or  uncertain  evidence  as  to  whether  perjury  was  com- 
mitted in  securing  the  judgment^  it  is  easy  to  see  what  in- 
terminable litigation  such  a  rule  would  invite.  Courts  of 
equity,  therefore,  should  not  restrain  the  execution  of  judg- 
ments, except  where  the  ground  for  interference  is  established 
beyond  all  reasonable  controversy  by  evidence  clear,  convinc- 
ing, and  satisfactory,  Linde  v.  Gudden,  109  Wis.  326,  86 
N".  W.  323.  All  the  authorities  agree  that  evidence  of  the 
liighest  dignity  is  necessary  to  justify  the  interferenoe  of 
equity  in  such  cases.  In  the  instant  case  the  evidence  was 
far  from  coming  up  to  the  rule  which  the  authorities  from 
the  earliest  decisions  down  to  the  present  time  require.  In 
Tovey  v.  Young,  Finch's  Prec.  in  Ch.  193,  the  Lord  Keeper 
said: 

"New  matter  may  in  some  cases  be  groxmd  for  relief; 
but  it  must  not  be  what  was  tried  before:  nor  when  it  con- 
sists in  swearing  only,  will  I  ever  grant  a  new  trial,  unless  it 
appears  by  deed  or  writing,  or  that  a  witness,  on  whose  testi- 
mony the  verdict  was  given,  were  convicted  of  perjury,  or  the 
jury  attainted." 

The  witness  Fassage  swore  to  alleged  admissions  made  by 
Ott  nineteen  years  before  the  trial  to  the  effect  that  he  had 
been  discharged,  while  Oil  positively  denied  that  he  ever 
made  such  statements  or  ever  had  been  discharged.  True, 
Powers  gave  evidence  tending  slightly  to  corroborate  Fassage. 
The  corroborating  evidence,  however,  was  of  little  force  when 
weighed  against  other  circumstances  in  the  case.  Fassage 
further  testified  that  Pool  said  he  would  take  Ott  back  at  a 
salary  of  $15  per  week,  but  that  Ott  would  have  to  surrender 
the  contract  previously  made,  and  Ott  claimed  it  had  been 
lost  or  mislaid.  It  would  have  been  easy  for  Pool,  if  the 
agreement  had  been  canceled  as  Fassage  testified,  to  have 
taken  some  receipt  or  writing  showing  the  agreement     And 
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it  is  singalar  if  it  had  beexi  canceled  that  he  should  let  it  run 
from  1889  to  the  time  of  his  death  without  in  any  way  mak- 
ing permanent  record  of  it  The  fact  that  the  contract  was 
never  surrendered  or  any  evidence  in  writing  preserved  to 
show  it  was,  is  strong  corroborating  proof  that  it  continued  as 
Oti  claimed.  Ott  is  corroborated  by  the  written  contract 
and  his  continuance  and  interest  in. the  firm,  while  the  only 
evidence  on  the  other  side  is  the  evidence  of  Fassage  respect- 
ing alleged  statements  made  nineteen  years  before  the  trial 
with  slight  corroboraticm  by  Powers.  Moreover,  does  it  seem 
reasonable  tiiat  Ott  would  walk  out  without  any  settlement 
and  take  nothing  when  he  had  a  binding  contract  whidi  had 
run  from  October,  1887,  until  at  least  the  fall  of  1889,  when 
it  is  claimed  he  was  discharged  t  Why  should  he  peaceably 
submit  to  cancellation  of  his  agreement  without  consideration 
after  the  business  had  prospered  and  Pool  was  able  to  draw 
from  the  business  $10,000,  as  it  appears  he  was  able  to  do  in 
1889  ?  The  assets  in  1889  were  $29,000,  or  about  three  times 
the  original  investment  Upon  this  state  of  the  case  it  is 
plain  that  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  make  out  a  case 
for  the  plaintiff  by  that  high  degree  of  proof  required  by  the 
authorities.  In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case  it  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  other  questions  discussed.  It  follows  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed. 

jBy  the  Court. — ^The  judgment  below  is  reversed,  and  the 
action  remanded  wili  directions  to  the  court  below  to  dismiss 
the  action. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  26,  1909 : 

MAssHAXii,  J.  I  concur  in  the  result  of  this  case,  but 
upon  radically  different  grounds  than  those  assigned  for  the 
decision. 

I  consider  it  most  unfortunate  to  engraft  a  new  rule  of  evi- 
dence upon  our  jurisprudence.     Above  all  things  the  develop- 
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ment  of  the  law  should  be  in  the  direction  of  simplicity  and 
certainty  rather  than  the  contrary.  At  common  law  but  two 
rules  as  to  certainty  to  be  attained  by  evidence  were  recog- 
nized,— ^the  reasonable  certainty  appertaining  to  all  civil 
cases,  and  certainty  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  applicable  to 
criminal  cases.  That  easily  understood  and  adaptable  sys- 
tem has  heretofore,  and  before  the  time  of  any  of  the  present 
members  of  the  court^  been  complicated  by  the  rule  of  cer- 
tainty produced  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence,  applicable 
to  ordinary  fraud  cases,  and  certainty  beyond  all  reasonable 
controversy,  applied  to  a  certain  class  of  civil  cases,  or  leav- 
ing no  substantial  doubt  applied  to  other  cases.  To  those  we 
now  add,  as  applicable  to  this  special  class  of  civil  cases,  the 
rule  that  the  turning  question  must  be  established  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  by  the  highest  degree  of  certainty  known  to 
the  law.  In  this  confusing  state  of  things  little  wonder  there 
is  that  trial  courts  go  astray.  How  beneficial  it  would  be  to 
the  administration  of  justice,  if  we  could  return  to  the  old 
landmarks:  reasonable  certainty  under  all  the  circumstances 
as  to  civil  cases,  and  certainty  beyond  every  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  criminal  cases. 

Now  I  see  no  reason  for  going  to  other  jurisdictions  and 
borrowing  this  last  rule  for  civil  cases.  It  has  no  real  exist- 
ence, as  we  shall  see  as  we  progress.  I  must  make  my  pro- 
test against  the  venture,  adhering  to  the  time-honored  doc- 
trine that  fraud  must  be  established  by  clear  and  satisfactory 
evidence,  expressing  the  belief  that  such  rule  should  be  under- 
stood as  not,  appreciably,  if  at  aU,  going  beyond  the  ordinary 
rule  of  reasonable  certainty.  The  term  "clear  and  satisfac- 
tory*' should  be  regarded  as  merely  suggesting  the  nature  of 
evidence  required,  in  a  fraud  case,  to  establish  the  fact  to  a 
reasonable  certainty. 

I  apprehend  that,  had  my  brethren  applied  to  the  case  the 
ordinary  rules  found  in  the  books,  they  would  not  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  learned  court's  findings  are  against 
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the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  The  trial  court  ap- 
plied the  rules  this  court  has  inculcated  in  fraud  cases  for 
fifty  years  and  more.  Eminent  counsel  upon  both  sides  tried 
the  case  with  the  view  that  such  rules  were  not  to  be  departed 
from.  Nothing  of  the  sort  now  suggested,  that  the  fraud 
should  be  established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  has  ever 
been  held  before  except  in  case  of  avoiding  a  solemnly  ex- 
ecuted and  acknowledged  instrument  I  cannot  bring  my- 
self to  concur  that,  in  applying  the  usual  rule,  the  trial  court 
committed  error.  I  would  not  now  make  a  new  retroactive 
rule  for  the  purpose  of  overturning  a  faultless  determination 
of  a  question  of  fact 

It  follows  that^  in  my  view,  ike  judgment  should  be  af- 
firmed if  the  enforcement  of  the  first  judgment  can  properly 
be  enjoined  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  perjured 
testimony. 

I  will  now  endeavor  to  show  that,  notwithstanding  the  early 
decision  in  Stowell  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504, — ^which  I  confess 
is  direct  authority  for  avoiding  a  judgment  by  equitable  in- 
terference on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  obtained  by  per- 
jury, and  there  has  been  repeated  approval  since  that  time  of 
.  the  general  doctrine  that  equity  can  thus  relieve  a  party  from 
a  judgment  obtained  by  fraud; — ^it  went  upon  a  plain  mis- 
conception of  the  law,  as  indicated  by  the  decisions  cited  to 
support  it;  that  it  has  never  been  followed  as  to  the  precise 
situation  we  are  dealing  with;  that  the  doctrine  of  it  has 
been  in  recent  years  twice  repudiated ;  and  that  such  doctrine 
is  contrary  to  well-nigh  universal  authority. 

In  Barjber  v.  Rvkeyser,  39  Wis.  590,  Stowell  v.  Eldred, 
supra,  was  referred  to  on  the  general  rule  of  equitable  inter- 
ference, but  no  perjury  was  claimed  and  the  judgment  wan 
not  disturbed*  The  same  is  true  of  Eiles  v.  Mosher,  44  Wis. 
601,  Johnson  v.  Coleman,  23  Wis.  452,  was  a  case  of  fraud 
upon  the  court  in  procuring  an  order  of  publication  of  the 
summons  by  false  representation*     That  belongs  to  an  en- 
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tirely  different  dass  of  cases  than  the  one  in  hand.  Nevil  v. 
Clifford,  65  Wis.  161,  12  N.  W.  419;  Zinc  C.  Co.  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  103  Wis.  126,  79  K  W.  229 ;  and  Batch  v.  Beach, 
119  Wis.  77,  95  K  W.  132,  are  cases  where  the  judgment 
■was  obtained  by  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  defendant  It  will  be  seen,  at  once,  that  they 
are  in  a  class  by  themselves  and  do  not  go  at  all  on  the  ground 
of  mCTe  perjury  in  obtaining  the  judgment  Tucker  v.  Whit- 
tlesey, 74  Wis.  74,  41  K  W.  535,  42  K  W.  101,  belongs  to 
a  somewhat  different  class,  one  where  the  plaintiff  sustained 
pretty  close  fiduciary  relation  to  the  person  against  whom  the 
judgment  was  rendered  and  failed  to  disdoee  that  which  he 
was  in  duty  bound  to  on  account  of  such  relations.  In  Nye 
V.  Sochor,  92  Wis.  40,  65  K  W.  864,  relief  was  sought  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  prevented  from  being  present 
to  make  his  defense  on  account  of  the  fraud  of  the  plaintiff, — 
another  well-known  class  of  cases,  contemplating  physical  pre- 
vention or  something  equivalent  thereto,  not  mere  withhold- 
ing of  the  truth  through  dishonesty  unmixed  with  duty  to 
disclose  because  of  trust  or  fiduciary  relation  of  some  sort 

The  foregoing  include  substantially  all  the  cases  of  moment 
decided  by  this  court  where  the  subject  of  enjoining  the  col- 
lection or  enforcement  of  an  inequitable  judgmuent  has  been 
involved.  All  except  the  first  contain  the  essential  element 
of  extrinsic  fraud  hereafter  alluded  to.  Most  of  them  refer 
to  8 to  well  V.  Eldred,  supra.  A  number  repeat  what  is  there 
said,  to  wit: 

"Chancery  will  relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  contrary  to  equity,  when  the  defendant 
in  the  judgment  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  in  question  pending 
the  suit,  or  it  could  not  have  been  received  as  a  defense,  or 
when  he  was  prevented  from  availing  himself  of  the  defense 
by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  acts  of  the  opposite  party  un- 
mixed with  n^ligenco  or  fault  <mi  his  part" 

Kot  one,  except  the  first,  involved  to  any  extent  whatever 
the  precise  question  here,  and  the  rule  itself  was  stated  much 
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broader  than  can  be  vindicated  by  reference  to  authority 
elsewhere  and  certainly  by  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  it,  as 
will  be  hereafter  seen. '  The  general  limitless,  so  to  speak, 
statement,  that  equity  will  relieve  from  a  judgment  which  is 
imf air  merely  because  the  defendant  has  a  defense  which  he 
did  not  seasonably  discover  and  is  free  from  negligence  in 
that  regard,  of  course  has  no  substantial  support.  It  would 
include  a  multitude  of  situations  where  equity  might  lay  hold 
to  disturb  adjudications,  leaving  no  stability  to  judgments 
and  defeating  the  public  policy  that  a  time  must  come  as  to 
all  controversies  when  they  will  be  considered  at  rest;  reme- 
dies having  gone  as  far  in  the  vindication  of  justice  as  is 
practicable ;  so  far  that  to  go  further  for  the  purposes  of  a 
situation  now  and  then  arising,  would,  in  general,  do  a  far 
greater  wrong  than  to  leave  the  few  which  are  within  the 
realms  of  mere  possibility  beyond  the  boundary  of  the  practi- 
cable. 

That  the  xmqualified  statement  contained  in  the  Stowell 
Case  was  not  guarded  as  it  should  have  been,  is  suggested  by 
the  fact  that  it  has  never  been  since  applied  to  relieve  from 
the  effect  of  mere  perjury,  and  as  to  fraud  has  been  confined 
to  fraud  upon  the  court  or  fraud  upon  the  defeated  party  by 
preventing — within  the  strict  meaning  of  the  term,  suggest' 
ing  physical  prevention  or  something  equivalent,  not  mere 
failure  of  disclosure  and  abuse  of  fiduciary,  or  trust  relations 
and  collusion  between  the  prevailing  party  and  the  represen- 
tative, or  representatives,  of  the  adverse  party — ^him  from 
making  his  defwise.  The  suggested  limitations  are  vindi- 
cated by  the  settled  law  as  we  find  it  laid  down  in  all  the  stand- 
ard text-books  and  substantially  all  authorities. 

It  is  laid  down  that  the  causes  for  equitable  interference 
are  divided  into  two  major  classes :  first,  fraud  by  the  prevail- 
ing party;  second,  excusable  negligence  to  present  a  defense^ 
not  attributable  to  the  adverse  party.  2  Preeman,  Judg- 
ments (4th  ed.)  §  488. 
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The  first  class  does  not  relate  to  fraud  respecting  the  merits 
and  creating  the  condition  in  the  action  passed  upon  by  the 
court,  but  fraud  extrinsic  to  the  action  either  practiced  upon 
the  court  or  upon  the  party.  2  Freeman,  Judgments  (4th  ed.) 
§  489.  That  is,  some  act  ulterior  to  the  merits  by  which  the 
party  is  prevented  from  presenting,  or  induced  not  to  present, 
his  defense.  That  includes  fraud  upon  the  court  by  present- 
ing the  case  for  judgment  under  false  pretense  of  having 
complied  with  the  law  as  to  giving  notice  to  the  adverse  party 
so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  case  would  permit,  or  fraud  upon 
the  party  by  inducing  him  to  absent  himself  or  otherwise 
keeping  him  from  the  trial  either  by  some  false  pretense  or 
physical  prevention,,  or  keeping  him  away  or  intimidating 
him  by  threats,  or  taking  judgment  contrary  to  an  agreement, 
rendering  the  making  of  a  defense  the  adversary  has,  impos- 
sible, or  where  the  attorney  for  the  defeated  party  corruptly 
permitted  judgment  to  be  taken,  and  like  situations.  All  re- 
late, as  will  be  seen,  to  purely  extrinsic  matters;  extrinsic 
fraud.  It  would  take  much  time  to  go  into  details.  Suffice 
it  to  say,  that  in  all  cases  the  element  of  fraud  is  extrinsic, 
that  it  does  not  have  to  do  with  the  merits  of  the  case,  as  by 
merely  making  false  proof,  wilfully  or  otherwise. 

Wo  do  not  need  to  discuss  the  second  major  class  as  it  does 
not,  in  any  view,  include  such  a  case  as  the  one  in  hand. 
Such  class  relates  to  mere  excusable  neglect  on  the  part  of  the 
person  asking  relief,  not  chargeable  at  all  to  any  wrongful 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  person  against  whom  relief 
is  sought.  But  all  such  relate  to  matters  of  an  extrinsic 
character.  The  subject  is  dealt  vrith  at  length  along  these 
lines  in  2  Freeman,  Judgments  (4th  ed.)  §§  488-496,  inclu- 
sive, and  Black,  Judgments  (2d  ed.)  §§  365-387,  inclusive. 

So  the  supreme  test  of  competency  for  equitable  relief  is 
whether  the  facts  constituting  the  fraud  are  extrinsic  If 
they  are  intrinsic  in  any  sense,  competency  does  not  exist. 
That  suggests  at  once  that  mere  perjury,  as  in  this  case,  does 
iiot  satisfy  the  test 


9]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  281 

Boring  y.  0%  138  Wis.  260. 

That  was  evidently  overlooked  in  the  StoweU  Case.  Con- 
sider that  with  the  test  we  find  laid  down  at  sec.  489  in  Free- 
man on  Judgments  (4th  ed.)  : 

''Whenever  an  issue  exists  in  any  action  or  proceeding,  each 
of  the  parties  should  anticipate  that  bis  adversary  will  offer 
evidence  to  support  his  side  of  it,  and  should  be  prepared  to 
meet  such  evidence  with  coimter  proofs.  Where  he  has  an 
opportunity  to  do  this,  and  does  not  avail  himself  of  it,  or, 
though  availing  himself  of  it,  is  unable  to  overcome  the  effect 
upon  the  court  or  jury  of  the  evidence  offered  by  his  adver- 
sary, he  cannot,  in  effect,  obtain  a  retrial  of  the  issue  before 
another  tribunal  by  charging  that  the  judgment  against  him 
was  procured  by  perjury;  and  this  has  been  held  to  continue 
to  be  the  rule,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  a  statute  au- 
thorizing actions  to  set  aside  judgments  obtained  by  means  of 
perjuiy  or  subornation  of  perjury." 

And  in  Black  on  Judgments  (2d  ed.)  §  372 : 

"In  some  jurisdictions,  it  is  thought  that  if  a  party  to  a 
suit  intentionally  procures  and  produces  false  testimony, 
suborning  his  witnesses  to  perjury  and  conspiring  with  them 
to  secure  a  judgment,  this  amounts  to  such  fraud  as  will  en- 
able the  adverse  party,  if  defeated  in  the  suit,  to  secure  an 
injunction  against  the  judgment.  But  this  doctrine  is  de- 
nied in  other  states,  and  indeed  the  general  current  of  author- 
ity is  now  in  favor  of  the  rule  that  perjury  committed  by  the 
successful  party  or  his  witnesses  at  the  trial  is  no  sufficient 
ground  for  vacating  the  judgment  or  enjoining  its  enforce- 
ment" 

So  firmly  established  in  American  jurisprudence  is  that 
rule,  that  it  has  been  recognized  as  not  open  to  invasion  ex- 
cept by  legislative  authorization  and  even  in  face  of  a  plain 
statute  of  Minnesota  that: 

"In  all  cases  where  judgment  has  been,  or  hereafter  may 
be,  obtained  in  any  court  of  record  by  means  of  the  perjury, 
subornation  of  perjury,  or  any  fraudulent  act,  practice  or  rep- 
resentation of  the  prevailing  party,  an  action  may  be  brought 
by  the  party  aggrieved  to  set  aside  said  judgment  at  any  time 
within  three  years  after  the  discovery  by  him  of  such  porjury, 
subornation  of  perjury  or  of  the  facts  constituting  such  fraud- 
ulent act,  practice  or  representation, 
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— ^the  court  regarded  the  letter  of  the  written  law  as  going 
to  such  a  dangerous  length,  as  regards  equitable  interference^ 
on  the  ground  of  mere  perjury  in  obtaining  the  judgment^ 
as  not  to  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  a  case  where  the  sub- 
ject matter  was  in  issue  in  the  action  and  the  losing  party 
had  no  right  to  depend  upon  the  evidence  of  his  adversary  to- 
disprove  the  latter's  claim  or  to  establish  the  former's  defense. 
The  reasoning  of  the  court  on  this  subject  in  Hass  v.  Billings, 
42  Minn.  63,  43  X.  W.  797,  aJBarmed  in  Watkina  v.  Landon, 
67  Minn.  136,  69  K  W.  711,  is  so  logical  and  so  directly  in 
line  with  the  general  current  of  American  authority  that  I 
cannot  do  better  than  to  quote  from  it  at  length : 

"Besides  the  reason  that  the  act  is  in  dorc^ation  of  the 
common  law,  there  is  another  reason  for  a  strict  construction, 
furnished  by  the  consequences  to  which  a  large  construction 
would  lead.  All  who  are  familiar  with  the  trial  of  causes 
know  how  ready  the  defeated  party  is,  however  full  an  op- 
portunity he  may  have  had  to  present  his  case,  to  charge  that 
the  result  was  brought  about  by  false  swearing  and  perjury 
of  the  successful  party  and  his  witnesses.  That  is  often  the 
feeling  of  the  defeated  party,  especially  where  there  is  a  di- 
rect conflict  between  the  testimony  on  one  side  and  that  on  the 
other.  Had  these  defendants  been  defeated  in  the  first  ac- 
tion, they  might  have  felt  and  alleged  that  it  was  through  per- 
jury on  the  part  of  the  defense.  Should  they  be  defeated  in 
this  action,  and  their  former  judgment  be  vacated  by  the 
judgment  in  this,  they  might  allege  that  the  result  was 
reached  through  perjury  of  the  opposite  party ;  and  so  on,  ad 
infinitum,  as  often  as  the  matter  diould  be  tried  and  a  judg- 
ment rendered.  Where,  if  the  statute  allows  an  action  to  be 
brought  to  set  aside  any  judgment  upon  the  naked  allegation 
of  perjury,  wiU  be  the  end  of  litigation  ?  When  will  contro- 
versies between  litigious  parties  be  finally  determined?  If 
the  statute  permits  controversies  to  be  in  that  manner  perpet- 
ually kept  open,  it  is  certainly  a  very  mischievous  one.  We 
cannot  think  the  legislature  intended  to  go  that  length." 

Except  a  very  few,  not  well-considered  cases  here  and  there,, 
we  might  call  the  roll  of  the  state  and  federal  courts  in  sup- 
port of  the  foregoing.     My  brethren  confess  a  conflict  of  au- 
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thoritj,  but  fail  to  confess  tho  veiy  meager  and  illogical  char- 
acter of  the  adjudicatioDS  out  of  harmony  with  what  we  have 
seen  to  exist,  and  fail  to  confess  that  the  Stawell  Case,  as  to 
the  particular  subject  in  hand,  stands  alone  in  this  court,  and 
fail  to  confess  that  in  most  of  the  cases  where  it  has  been 
cited,  in  this  and  other  courts,  reference  to  which  is  made  in 
the  court's  opinion,  substantially  all  the  references  are  to  sit- 
uations falling  within  the  remediaUe  class,  not  such  as  we 
now  have. 

As  indicated,  I  have  made  reference  to  substantially  all 
the  cases  in  this  court.  I  will  now  refer  to  three  of  the  for- 
eign citations  as  a  type  of  aU.  Jewett  v.  Dringer,  31  IT.  J. 
Eq.  686.  The  sole  question  was  whether  the  court  of  origi- 
nal jurisdiction  could  entertain  a  bill  to  review  a  decree  en- 
tered upon  a  remittitur  from  the  supreme  court,  and  it  was 
held  not.  The  court,  incidentally,  said  that  it  could  enter- 
tain a  bill  to  avoid  a  judgment  entered  therein  and  procured 
by  fraud,  but  what  the  court  had  in  mind  by  the  term 
"fraud"  is  not  suggested.  Reference  to  other  cases  in  that 
court  win  easily  show  that  mere  perjured  testimony,  given  in 
obtaining  the  judgment,  was  not  thought  of.  The  case  has 
not,  as  I  view  it,  the  remotest  bearing  on  the  situation  now 
under  treatment. 

In  Moore  v.  Parker,  25  Iowa,  355,  the  action  was  for  re- 
lief from  fraud  aliunde  the  trial,  facts  extrinsic,  within  the 
rule  we  have  stated.  As  in  Jewett  v.  Dringer,  supra,  no  such 
thing  as  false  testimony  in  obtaining  the  judgment  is  sug- 
gested as  a  proper  ground  for  relief.  The  same  is  true  of 
Galena  &  8.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ennor,  116  HI.  55,  4  K  E.  762. 
On  the  subject  now  in  hand  the  court  said : 

"It  cannot  be  allowed  as  a  groimd  for  setting  aside  a  judg- 
ment, that  there  was  false  testimony  given  on  the  trial,  or 
false  assertions  as  to  liability,  previously  made.  If  this  were 
admitted  there  would  be  little  stability  in  judgments." 

Wherein  do  such  authorities  support  the  doctrine  of  the 
Stowell  Caset     If  they  have  any  bearing  thereon  I  am  en- 
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tirelj  unable  to  discover  it.  A  multitude  of  authorities  such 
as  my  brethren  seem  to  think  point  the  opinion  might  be 
added  to  the  few  cited. 

We  will  now  return  to  the  Stowell  Case,  briefly,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  cases  therein  cited  and  upon 
which  it  was  grounded  do  not  support  it,  and  then  show  that 
the  true  doctrine  above  indicated  has  been  adopted,  substan- 
tially universally,  and  then  that  the  early  rule  promulgated 
here  has  been  abandoned. 

The  first  case  cited  in  the  Stowell  Case  is  Foster  v.  Wood, 
6  Johns.  Ch.  86.  It  is  suflScient  to  say  as  to  that,  relief  on 
the  ground  of  perjury  was  not  sought  nor  mentioned;  only 
the  general  principle  was  recognized  that  relief  from  a  judg- 
ment secured  by  fraud  may  be  obtained. 

The  next  case  is  Merritt  v.  Baldwin,  6  Wis.  439.  There 
the  plaintiff  fraudulently  took  advantage  of  the  absence  of 
the  defendant  to  obtain  his  judgment. 

The  next  is  Huebschman  v.  Baker,  7  Wis.  542.  The  relief 
was  granted  from  the  result  of  neglect  of  the  attorney,  whom 
defendant  had  a  right  to  rely  on  to  protect  his  interest  and 
who  wholly  failed  to  do  so,  allowing  judgment  to  go  by  de- 
fault. 

The  last  is  AhUman  v.  Roth,  12  Wis.  81.  The  relief  was 
sought  because  the  plaintiff  brought  the  case  to  trial  in  breach 
of  a  verbal  agreement  for  its  postponement  and  thereby  ob- 
tained the  judgment.  This  ends  the  chapter,  and  it  will  be 
easily  seen  how  very  foreign  the  citations  are  from  the  doc- 
trine grounded  thereon.  In  every  case  the  fraud  claimed 
was  plainly  extrinsic.  It  did  not  have  any  bearing  whatever 
on  the  subject  of  perjury  in  obtaining  the  judgment. 

Turning  to  the  citations  of  the  learned  counsel,  who  so  dis- 
tinguished themselves  by  obtaining  promulgation  of  the 
troublesome  doctrine,  we  find  a  very  interesting  situation. 

Emerson  v.  Udall,  13  Vt.  477,  was  relied  on  and,  perhaps, 
influenced  the  court     Redfield,  Justice,  merely  suggested 
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that  in  no  event  could  the  presentation  of  false  testimony  or 
suppression  of  truth  give  cause  for  relief  unless  it  was  wilful^ 
and  it  was  suggested  that  even  then  it  was  questionable 
whether  a  court  of  equity  could  give  relief  or  not  It  should 
be  noted  in  this  connection  that  the  court  was  not  dealing 
with  the  solemn  adjudications  of  a  judicial  tribimal,  but 
with  an  award  of  arbitrators.  Whatever  uncertainty  there 
was  at  that  time,  as  to  the  state  of  the  law  as  regards  the  pre- 
cise question  to  which  the  case  was  cited,  was  solved,  later,  in 
Camp  V.  Ward,  69  Vt  286,  37  Atl.  747,  where  the  court  said, 
most  distinctly,  that  perjury  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  en- 
joining a  judgment;  that  fraud  must  be  collateral,  and  that 
perjury  in  the  action  is  not  such.  The  further  citations  did 
not  add  anything  of  value  for  the  court  to  have  acted  upon. 

On  the  other  side  counsel  contended  that  ^'a  judgment  will 
not  be  enjoined  in  •  •  •  equity  upon  the  ground  that  a  wit- 
ness upon  whose  testimony  the  judgment  was  obtained  was 
mistaken  or  wilfully  swore  falsely" — citing  Smith  v.  Lowry, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  320.  There  the  court  was  very  pronounced  on 
the  subject  as  to  the  precise  doctrine  for  which  I  contend. 
The  gist  of  the  decision  is  thus  stated  in  the  syllabus : 

"An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  stay  proceedings  at 
law,  on  a  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  at  law 
was  prevented,  by  public  business,  from  making  due  prepara- 
tions for,  and  attending  at,  the  trial ;  and  that  plaintiff  had, 
on  the  evidence  of  one  witness,  whom  he  had  suborned  to 
swear  falsely,  recovered  a  verdict  for  a  much  larger  sum  in 
damages  than  he  was  justly  entitled  to;  and  that  the  supreme 
court  had  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial  in  the  cause." 

Some  quite  extreme  English  cases  are  referred  to  in  the 
opinion,  somewhat  out  of  harmony  with  the  court's  conclusion, 
with  the  remark  that  "this  doctrine  seems  to  be  overruled,  on 
the  broad  ground  that  there  must  be  an  end  of  litigation ;  and 
it  may  be  questioned  whether  equity  would  now  interfere, 
even  in  this  case,  after  the  refusal  by  a  court  of  law." 

That  case  was  decided  in  the  formative  stage  of  equity  ju- 
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risprudence  in  this  oonntry.     Later  the  New  York  court  left 
no  manner  of  doubt  as  to  its  position.  • 

In  Paterson  v.  Bangs,  9  Paige,  627,  the  grounds  of  relief 
were  limited  to  situations  where  the  party  was  "prevented  by 
fraud  or  accident  without  any  fraud  or  negligence  in  himself 
or  his  agent."  Note  the  word  "prevented"  which  points  to 
extrinsic  circumstances  as  we  have  seen.  In  Mayor,  etc.  v. 
Brady,  115  N.  T.  699,  22  N.  E.  237,  it  was  said,  referring  to 
previous  adjudications,  that  the  fraud  which  will  vitiate  a 
judgment  is  fraud  practiced  in  the  procurement  or  concoction 
of  the  judgment  itself,  by  which  the  defendant  was  prevented 
from  availing  himself  of  hb  defense,  as  distinguished  from 
mere  false  proof.  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  federal  rule, 
which  was  adverted  to  by  the  Vermont  court  and  which  par- 
ticular attention  wiU  be  given  to  hereafter,  was  unqualifiedly 
adc^ted.  In  Ross  v.  Wood,  70  IST.  T.  8,  the  situation  was 
more  aggravated  than  the  one  claimed  to  exist  here.  Yet  it 
was  held  not  to  present  a  case  of  fraud  extrinsic,  or  as  the 
court  put  it,  "in  the  very  concoction  or  procuring  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree."  The  gist  of  the  decision  is  well  stated  in 
the  syllabus,  thus : 

"An  equitable  action  cannot  be  maintained  to  annul  a  judg- 
ment rendered  upon  conflicting  evidence,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  opposite  party  and  his  witnesses  conspired  together 
to  obtain  a  judgment  by  perjury  and  fraud,  and  that  the 
judgment  was  obtained  by  false  evidence." 

Many  other  New  York  cases  might  be  referred  to  of  like 
effect  showing  that  the  rule  in  that  state  is  directly  opposite 
to  what  was  seemingly  supposed  in  the  Stowell  Case. 

Now  we  must  turn  for  a  moment  to  the  federal  rule 
adopted  in  substantially  all  the  cases  decided  since  it  was  pro- 
mulgated, and  by  all  the  text-writers. 

The  dominant  principle  was  first  phrased  by  Chief  Justice 
Mabshall  in  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hodgson,  7  Oranch,  332. 
It  was  said,  without  attempt  to  define  precise  limitations,  that 

*'any  fact  which  clearly  proves  it  to  be  against  conscience  to 
execute  a  judgment,  and  of  which  the  injured  party  could  not 
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have  availed  himself  in  a  court  of  law ;  or  of  which  he  might 
have  availed  himself  at  law,  but  was  prevented  by  fraud  or 
accident  unmixed  with  any  fault  or  negligence  in  himself  or 
his  agents,  will  justify  an  application  to  a  court  of  chancery." 

It  will  be  seen,  at  once,  that  the  evident  attempt  to  state 
these  general  principles  in  the  Stowell  Case  expanded  them 
very  greatly  and,  in  view  of  the  authorities  cited,  rather  incon- 
siderately. The  precise  nature  of  the  fraud  contemplated  by 
the  rule  was  left  quite  uncertain  till  U.  8.  v.  Throckmorton, 
"98  XJ.  S.  61.  There  for  the  first  time,  what  is  meant  by 
fraud  in  the  procurement  of  a  judgment  was  elucidated  so  as 
to  entirely  eliminate  cases  of  this  sort  and  so  illustrated  as  to 
show,  clearly,  that  only  matters  extrinsic  are  subjects  of  re- 
lie  vable  fraud,  that  no  one  need  now  go  astray.  It  should  be 
noted,  in  passing,  that  Smith  v,  Lowry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  320, 
•cited  to  the  attention  of  this  court  in  the  Stowell  Case,  but 
seemingly  overlooked  in  making  up  the  decision,  was  referred 
to  as  one  of  the  controlling  authorities.  Relief  from  the 
judgment  was  sought  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by 
using  a  fraudulently  antedated  paper,  material  to  the  contro- 
Tersy,  and  depositions  of  perjured  witnesses.  Relief  was  de- 
nied, the  court  saying: 

"Fraud  vitiates  the  most  solemn  contracts,  documents,  and 
*even  judgments.  There  is  also  no  question  that  many  rights 
originally  founded  in  fraud  become  ...  by  the  protection 
which  the  law  throws  around  rights  once  established  by 
formal  judicial  proceedings  ....  no  longer  open  to  inquiry 
in  the  usual  and  ordinary  methods.  .  .  . 

"But  there  is  an  admitted  exception  to  this  general  rule  in 
cases  where,  by  reason  of  something  done  by  the  successful 
party  to  a  suit,  there  was  in  fact  no  adversary  trial  or  deci- 
sion of  the  issue  in  the  case.  Where  the  unsuccessful  party 
has  been  prevented  from  exhibiting  fully  his  case,  by  fraud 
•or  deception  practiced  on  him  by  his  opponent'^ — "Now  note 
the  illustrations:  "as  by  keeping  him  away  from  court,  a 
false  promise  of  a  compromise ;  or  where  the  defendant  never 
had  knowledge  of  the  suit,  being  kept  in  ignorance  by  the  acts 
•of  the  plaintiff;  or  where  an  attorney  fraudulently  or  without 
Authority  assumes  to  represent  a  party  and  connives  at  his  de- 
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feat ;  or  where  the  attorney  r^ularly  employed  corruptly  sells 
out  his  client's  interest  to  the  other  side/'  or  similar  situations* 
of  fraud  practiced  upon  the  party  seeking  relief  preventing 
him  from  making  his  defense,  ^'a  new  suit  may  be  sustained 
to  set  aside  and  annul  the  former  judgment  or  decree,  and 
open  the  case  for  a  new  and  a  fair  hearing." 

"On  the  other  hand,  the  doctrine  is  equdly  well  settled  that 
the  court  will  not  set  aside  a  judgment  because  it  was  founded 
on  a  fraudulent  instrument,  or  perjured  evidence,"  [i7.  jS^ 
V.  Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  64-66.] 

Oreene  v.  Greene,  2  Gray,  361,  opinion  by  Shaw,  C.  J.^ 
was  referred  to  for  the  best  discussion  of  ttte  whole  subject 
extant.  The  case  involved  the  right  to  relief  from  a  judg- 
ment obtained  by  perjury.  Relief  was  denied,  the  learned 
justice  saying: 

"The  maxim  that  fraud  vitiates  every  proceeding  must  be- 
taken, like  other  general  maxims,  to  apply  to  cases  where- 
proof  of  fraud  is  admissible.  But  where  the  matter  has  been 
actually  tried,  or  so  in  issue  that  it  might  have  been  tried,  it 
is  not  again  admissible ;  the  party  is  estopped  to  set  up  such, 
fraud,  because  the  judgment  is  the  highest  evidence,  and  can- 
not be  contradicted." 

The  federal  supreme  court  concluded  its  exhaustive  discW 
sion  by  formulation  of  this  rule,  now  thirty  years  old,  and 
familiar  to  all  courts  as  a  classic: 

"The  acts  for  which  a  coui-t  of  equity  will  set  aside  or  an- 
nul a  judgment  or  decree,  between  the  same  parties,  rendered 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  have  relation  to  frauds, 
extrinsic  or  collateral,  to  the  matter  tried  by  the  first  court,. 
and  not  to  a  fraud  in  the  matter  on  which  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered." 

The  importance  of  adhering  closely  to  the  rule  was  thus^ 
pictured : 

"That  the  mischief  of  retrying  every  case  in  which  the 
judgment  or  decree  rendered  on  false  testimony,  given  by  per- 
jured witnesses,  .  •  .  would  be  greater,  by  reason  of  the  end- 
loss  nature  of  the  strife,  than  any  compensation  arising  from, 
doing  justice  in  individual  cases." 
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If  we  were  to  take  time  to  indicate  with  appropriate  cita- 
tions the  multitude  of  cases  in  the  courts  of  this  country 
where  that  rule  and  logic  has  been  adopted,  the  language  of 
the  federal  court  being  quoted,  and  it  being  expressly 
pointed  out  that  perjury  in  the  case  is  matter  intrinsic,  not 
collateral,  and  so  not  within  the  rule  as  to  relievability,  this 
opinion  would  be  extended  to  a  very  great  length.  Pages 
would  be  occupied  with  mere  titles  of  cases  and  whore  they 
may  be  found.  The  following  are  a  few  of  the  most  striking 
of  such  cases,  directly  on  the  point :  Maryland  8.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
ney,  91  Md.  360,  46  Atl.  1077,  where  not  only  perjury  but 
subornation  of  perjury  was  held  not  to  be  a  ground  for  re- 
lief.    To  the  same  effect  are  Oray  v.  Barton,  62  Mich.  197, 

28  N.  W.  813;  Pico  v.  Cohn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970,  27 
Pac.  537;  Woodruff  v.  Johnston,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  861;  De- 
merit V.  Lyford,  27  N.  H.  541 ;  Kretschmar  v.  Buprecht,  230 
111.  492,  82  K  E.  836;  Graves  v.  Graves,  132  Iowa,  199, 109 
K  W.  707;  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  113, 16  Sup.  Ct.  139 ; 
Mahoney  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  133  Iowa,  570,  110  N.  W.  1041 ; 
Richards  v.  Moran,  137  Iowa,  220,  114  N.  W.  1035 ;  Hass  v. 
Billifhgs,  42  Minn.  63,  43  N.  W.  797 ;  Hamilton  v.  McLean, 
139  Mo.  678,  41  S.  W.  224;  U.  8.  v.  Flint,  4  Sawy.  42,  25 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,121;  U.  8.  v.  Gleeson,  90  Fed.  778;  U.  8. 
V.  White,  9  Sawy.  125,  17  Fed.  561;  Cotzhaxisen  v.  Kerting, 

29  Fed.  821 ;  Ritchie  v.  McMullen,  79  Fed.  522 ;  Fealey  v. 
Fealey,  104  Cal.  354,  38  Pac.  49 ;  Hanley  v.  Hanley,  114  Cal. 
690,  46  Pac.  736;  Pepin  v.  Lautman,  28  Ind.  App.  74,  62  N. 
E.  60;  8teen  v.  March,  132  Cal.  616,  64  Pac.  994;  GiLsman 
V.  Hearsey,  28  La.  Ann.  709;  Verplanck  v.  Van  Buren,  11 
Him,  328;  Walash  R.  Co.  v.  Mirrielees,  182  Mo.  126,  81  S. 
W.  437 ;  Neun  v.  Blackstone  B.  &  L.  Asso..  149  Mo.  74,  50 
S.  W.  436;  Friese  v.  Hummel,  26  Oreg.  145,  37  Pac.  458; 
bodde  V.  Mahiat,  109  Mich.  186,  66  N.  W.  1093;  Ames  v. 
8nider,  55  lU.  498;  Adam^  v.  8ecor,  6  Kan.  542.  Later 
Kansas  cases  depend  on  statutory  change  of  the  rule. 

The  treatment  by  my  brethren  of  Pico  v.  Cohn,  supra,  and 
Vol.  138— 19 
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similar  cases,  as  if  sadi  cases  recognize  fraud  of  the  nature 
here  involved  to  be  gnffieient  to  warrant  Euch  an  action  as  this, 
because  they  hold  '^that  in  some  cases  a  former  judgment  mav 
be  annulled  for  fraud,"  and  the  statement  by  my  brethren 
that  just  what  is  included  in  the  term  ^'extrinsic  fraud"  is  not 
easily  determinable,  as  if  the  uncertainty  gives  range  to  in- 
clude perjured  testimony  in  the  action, — seems  very  weak 
support  since  in  the  California  case  referred  to,  and  many 
that  followed  it,  and  the  very  cases  suggesting  the  uncertainty 
referred  to,  all  agree  that  "fraud  extrinsic"  does  not  include 
perjury  in  the  action,  but  unquestionably  excludes  it 

Now  a  word  on  the  suggestion  by  my  brethren  that  Mar- 
shall V.  Holmes,  141  U.  S.  689,  12  Sup.  Ct  62,  where  relief 
was  held  proper  upon  the  ground  that  the  judgment  sought  to 
be  set  aside  was  procured  by  means  of  plaintiff  therein  lead- 
ing the  court  to  believe  that  he  contracted  with  the  defend- 
ant through  one  Boyd,  and  that  he  was  duly  authorized  in 
that  regard  in  writing, — ^by  producing  a  letter  purporting  to 
have  boon  written  by  the  plaintiff  to  that  effect,  which  was  a 
forgery,  modified  the  Throckmorton  rule.  The  Throckmor- 
ton Case  was  only  incidentally  referred  to,  with  nothing  to  in- 
dicate, expressly,  modification  of  it  in  any  way.  However,  the 
case  bears  all  earmarks  of  having  been  decided  without  full 
api)reciation  of  the  situation  the  court  had  created.  It  was 
probably  supposed  that  the  forgery  of  the  instrument,  and 
use  of  it  to  obtain  the  contract,  ostensibly  on  the  credit  of  the 
plaintiff,  not  the  use  of  it  upon  the  trial,  was  the  real  ground 
of  the  mischief  and  so  was  fraud  extrinsic.  It  cannot  be 
thought  for  a  moment  that  any  infraction  of  the  rule — ^which 
had  oxist(Hl  without  question  for  some  thirteen  years  and  be- 
come the  law  of  the  land  in  all  federal  and  all  state  courts — 
was  int(»n(Iod.  That  is  rendered  unmistakable  from  the  fact 
that  in  many  oases  decided  since  1891,  when  the  adjudication 
in  (iu(\«5tion  occurred,  the  Throckmorton  rule  is  foimd  vindi- 
ouUmI  in  all  its  intejijity,  particularly  as  to  the  very  point  in 
controviM-sy  in  this  case.     U.  S.  v.  Gleeson,  90  Fed.  778 ;  Hilr 
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ion  c.  Guyot,  159  U.  &  113,  207,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1S9;  nUs- 
burgh,  C,  C.  d  St.  L.  K  Co.  v.  Ktokuk  if  H.  B.  Co.  107 
Fe<L  781. 

True,  after  the  ilarshaU  C«m  a  controversv  aroee  as  to 
whether  the  Throclinorton  rule,  in  some  of  it«  asjx^'tsu  had 
not  been  modified  by  the  later  case,  creating  an  irreooncilable 
conflict  The  supreme  court  was  appealed  to  in  (trover  i\ 
Faurot,  76  Fed  257,  to  settle  the  matter,  but  did  not  reach 
the  supposed  difficulty.  In  Bailey  v.  Sundbcrg,  145  U,  S. 
628,  12  Sup.  Ct  239,  and  again  in  the  same  case.  154  U. 
S.  494, 14  Sup.  Ct  1142,  an  appeal  was  made  to  the  supremo 
court  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  the  judgment  uiH>n  the 
ground  that  the,  lower  court  committed  a  serious  error  of  law 
in  adhering  to  the  Throckmorton  rule  instead  of  the  suppw^^cd 
infraction  of  it  Both  applications  were  denied.  It  was  ex- 
pressly affirmed  in  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  supra,  in  1804.  It  was 
said  in  U.  8.  v.  Gleeson,  supra,  not  to  have  been  di8place<i  at 
all  by  MarsJiaU  v.  Holmes,  supra,  and  for  more  than  ten  years 
it  has  b^n  regarded  as  the  unquestionable  rule  for  tlio  fed- 
eral and  state  courts.  In  view  of  this  history,  I  submit  tliat 
the  decision  here  cannot  be  justified  upon  the  ground  that  tho 
doctrine  of  the  Throckmorton  Case  has  been  at  aU  disturbcnl 
by  the  court  which  declared  it. 

We  now  turn  to  our  own  decisions  and  show  that  the  rule  so 
firmly  established  elsewhere  has  boon  unqualifit^dly  adopted 
here,  in  place  of  the  rule  in  Stowell  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504. 

In  Uecker  v.  Thiedt,  133  Wis.  148,  113  N.  W.  447,  do- 
cided  so  recently  as  to  be  fresh  in  memory  of  us  all,  the  court, 
speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Dodge,  said : 

"Fraud  which  can  be  made  the  basis  of  an  attack  upon  a 
solemn  iudgment  of  a  court  of  record  must  have  directly  in- 
duced lie  rendition  of  the  judgment,  not  memly  have  in- 
duced or  brought  about  a  condition  upon  iixo  real  eziaience  of 
which  the  court  acted  as  a  basis  of  its  decree,'^ 

citing  U.  8.  V.  Throckmorton,  supra,  and  other  cases  to  which 
I  have  referred.     What  was  left  out  to  make  an  unmistakabli? 
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repudiation  of  the  Stowell  Case  except  the  addition,  almost 
necessarily  to  be  inferred,  Stowell  v.  Eldred,  26  Wis.  504, 
overruled.  The  two  cannot  stand  together.  How  can  one 
say  there  is  nothing  said  in  the  later  case  in  any  way  to  dis- 
credit the  early  one  merely  because  the  facts  of  the  two  were 
different,  since  in  both  the  court  intended  to  state  a  rule  of 
general  application!  I  leave  the  reader  of  our  opinions  to 
answer  this,  each  for  himself.  True,  there  was  no  fraud 
in  the  Uecker  Case,  as  it  turned  out.  True,  the  court  said : 
"There  was  nothing  in  the  case  showing  that  the  judgment  at- 
tacked was  inequitable  or  unf air.''  But  both  fraud  and  in- 
equity were  claimed  and  it  was  to  the  claim  the  court  ad- 
dressed the  rule  the  same  as  in  the  Stowell  Case.  The  fact 
that  in  the  one  it  stood  the  test  and  in  the  other  it  did  not, 
since  the  measuring  tests  radically  differ,  does  not  make  the 
cases  harmonize  by  the  logic  I  must  apply. 

Later  in  Scheer  v.  Ulrich,  133  Wis.  311, 118  N.  W.  661,  to 
which  my  brethren  do  not  refer,  the  Throckmorton  rule  was 
again  cited  with  added  definiteness,  reaffirming  the  previous 
approval  thereof.  That  would  seem  to  firmly  entrench  it  in 
our  jurisprudence.  I  will  not  say  more  excepting  to  assert 
that  one  or  the  other  of  the  rules  must  give  way  and  that  the 
inconsiderate  promulgation  in  the  Stowell  Case  must  be  that 
one  if  we  are  to  be  both  in  harmony  with  ourselves  and  with 
the  great  weight  of  authority  elsewhere. 

In  passing  I  should  make  this  further  brief  reference  to 
cases  in  my  brethren's  opinion  supposed  to  support  the  deci- 
sion.    In  Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  70  Fed.  526,  relief  on 

« 

the  ground  of  perjury  was  denied,  but  such  relief  was  held 
competent  under  some  circumstances.  It  was  a  Minnesota 
case,  obviously  governed  by  the  Minnesota  statute  providing 
for  such  relief,  which  statute  has  been  so  restricted,  as  we 
have  seen,  as  not  to  materially  avoid  the  Throckmorton  rule. 
Moore  v.  Parker,  25  Iowa,  355,  we  have  referred  to.  If  it 
supports  the  decision  here,  and  I  think  it  does  not  at  all,  there 
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is  a  statute  on  the  subject  of  relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
and,  moreover,  the  subject  was  set  at  rest  in  Graves  v.  G raves j 
132  Iowa,  199,  109  N.  W.  707,  where  all  previous  adjudica- 
tions were  reviewed  and  the  court  definitely  adopted  the 
Throckmorton  rule,  saying  that  perjury  in  obtaining  a  judg- 
ment is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  an  action  of  this  sort. 

Galenn  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ennor,  116  111.  65,  4  N.  E.  762, 
as  we  have  seen,  is  directly  opposed  instead  of  in  favor  of  the 
position  now  adopted. 

In  Maddox  v.  Apperson,  14  Lea  (82  Tenn.)  596,  the  case 
did  not  go  on  the  question  here  at  issue.  The  Throckmorton 
rule  in  its  general  aspects  was  approved,  but  it  was  said  that 
if  the  term  "extrinsic  fraud,"  as  distinguished  from  "intrin- 
sic," would  bar  relief  where  a  judgment  is  obtained  by  sup- 
pressing evidence  which  the  prevailing  party  by  his  relation 
to  the  adverse  party  is  bound  to  disclose,  fiduciary  relations 
of  some  sort  being  suggested,  the  court  would  not  go  that  far. 

Moore  v.  GulUy,  144  N.  0.  81,  56  S.  E.  681,  was  governed 
by  a  very  ancient  rule  in  North  Carolina  that  equity  would 
relieve  from  a  judgment  obtained  by  perjured  testimony,  con- 
ditioned upon  the  perjury  being  first  established  by  a  due 
prosecution  and  conviction.  The  North  Carolina  doctrine  is 
recognized  in  the  books  as  peculiar  to  that  state.  Woodruff 
V.  Johnston,  19  N.  T.  Supp.  861,  cited  to  the  point  that  relief 
such  as  is  now  sought  is  proper,  the  perjury  being  conclusively 
proved  as  by  a  precedent  conviction,  directly  holds,  as  we  have 
seen,  that  such  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  at  all.  The 
incidental  observation,  which  attracted  my  brethren's  atten- 
tion, that  there  must  be  a  conviction  before  a  new  trial  can  be 
granted  on  the  ground  of  perjury,  had  reference  to  Holtz  v. 
Schmidt,  44  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct  827,  where  there  was  a  motion 
in  the  action  for  a  new  trial,  not  an  equitable  action  to  avoid 
the  judgment  As  to  the  latter,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  said 
perjury  is  not  a  ground  of  action  at  all. 

Bloss  V.  Hull,  27  W.  Va.  503,  as  I  understand  it^  is  of  the 
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same  nature.  Other  cases  cited  concluding  the  list  are  either 
under  special  statutes  or  do  not  refer  to  such  a  situation  as  we 
have  here,  or  have  been  displaced  by  later  decisions. 

I  will  not  pursue  the  matter  further.  If  there  is  any  sub- 
stantial support  for  the  adherence  to  the  early  decision  in 
Stowell  V.  Eldred,  supra,  I  am  unable  to  find  it. 

Thus,  it  seems  the  court  after  twice,  just  recently,  having 
adopted  the  Throckmorton  rule,  has  put  aside  the  opportunity 
to  say,  directly,  what  is  so  plainly  said  inferentiaUy,  that  the 
early  case  is  overruled.  No  other  case  stands  at  all  in  the 
way  of  bringing  this  court  into  full  harmony  with  the  judi- 
cial world. 

I  personally  reassert  the  rule  with  as  much  force  as,  stand- 
ing alone,  I  can,  so  well  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Dodge  for  the 
court  in  UecJcer  v.  Thiedt,  supra:  Fraud  to  be  the  basis  of 
attack  upon  a  solemn  judgment  of  a  court  must  be  dxtrinsic 
and  have  directly  induced  the  judgment.  Mere  perjured  tes- 
timony creating  a  fictitious  condition  upon  which  the  court 
acted  as  a  real  one,  resulting  in  the  judgment,  is  not  sufficient. 

That  rule  might,  now  and  then,  render  a  wrong  remediless^ 
but,  as  the  learned  federal  court  and  many  of  the  state  courts 
have  said,  the  contrary  rule  is  fraught  with  great  mischiefs, 
for  it  would  render  strife  by  means  of  judicial  instrumental- 
ities endless.  Hardly  a  hotly  contested  action  is  tried  but 
that  the  defeated  party  honestly  believes  his  defeat  is  attribu- 
table to  perjured  testimony  on  the  other  side.  In  that  situa- 
tion and  with  such  a  rule  as  I  contend  against  it  would  be  pos- 
sible for  contest  to  follow  contest,  as  the  Minnesota  court 
ai>tly  said,  "ad  infinitum,  as  often  as  the  matter  should  be 
tried  and  a  judgment  rendered." 

The  foregoing  no  more  infracts  the  rule,  "There  is  no 
wrong  without  a  remedy,"  than,  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Shaw,  it  dtx^s  the  one  that  "fraud  vitiates  everything."  As  in 
the  latter  the  presumed  infallibility  of  judgments,  after  ordi- 
nary litigation  ha:s  run  its  course,  displaces  the  maxim,  by 
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estopping  the  party  from  setting  up  the  fraud,  closing  the 
mouth  on  one  side  and  the  ear  on  the  other,  so  it  makes  right, 
in  contemplation  of  law,  what  independently  of  it,  from  a 
mere  ethical  standpoint,  is  wrong.  As  has  been  said,  '^Therc 
is  no  wrong  without  a  remedy,"  but  there  is  no  wrong,  in  le- 
gal contemplation,  as  to  that  upon  which  the  law's  instrumen- 
talities have  set  their  seal,  in  the  ultimate,  of  rights  Jvdicia 
sunt  tanquam  juris  dicta,  et  pro  veritate  accipiuntur. 

The  findings  of  the  trial  court  should  be  approved,  but  the 
judgment  reversed  because  the  proved  perjury  under  the  cir- 
cumstances is  not  relievable  in  the  manner  sought. 

Upon  a  motion  by  the  respondent  for  a  rehearing  or  that 
the  mandate  be  modified  so  as  to  direct  a  trial  by  jury  of  the 
question  of  the  rescission  and  cancellation  of  the  contract  of 
October,  1887,  there  was  a  brief  for  the  appellant  by  Sanhom, 
Lamoreux  &  Pray  and  H.  B.  Waimsley,  attorneys,  and  Burr 
W.  Jones,  of  counsel,  and  a  brief  for  the  respondent  by  Rich- 
ard Sleight,  attorney,  James  Q.  Flanders,  of  counsel,  and  Oeo. 
F.  Merrill,  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  infant  heirs. 

The  nK)tioii  was  denied  March  9,  1909. 


Axusn  and  others,  Eespondents,  vs.  Fkawlbt,  Executrix, 
imp..  Appellant. 

December  15, 1908— March  9, 19^9, 

Action:  Survival:  Revival  after  death  of  party:  Equity:  IHscreiion: 
Necessity:  Limitation  of  actions:  Laches. 

1.  A  cause  of  aetkm  at  law  for  deceit  and  fraud  resulting  in  dam- 

ages by  depletion  of  the  estate  of  a  bank  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  defendant. 

2.  An  application  to  a  court  of  equity  to  revive  and  continue  aD 

action  abated  by  death  of  a  party  Is  an  appeal  to  judicial  dis- 
cretion, and  should  seldom  be  granted  where  unnecessary  to 
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the  applicant,  or  when  the  burden  cast  upon  the  other  party 
thereby  will  grievously  preponderate  over  the  benefits  to  the 
applicant,  or  where  delay  and  laches  have  Intervened  so  as  to 
place  the  other  party  at  serious  disadvantage,  and  usually  not 
where  ouch  delays  have  permitted  a  statute  of  limitations  to 
run  against  the  original  demand. 
3.  It  was  an  abuse  of  judicial  discretion  in  this  case  to  revive  In 
1904,  against  the  executrix  of  a  defendant  who  died  In  1902,  an 
equitable  action  In  which  said  defendant  was  charged  with  com- 
plicity in  a  fraud  committed  in  1897, — ^It  appearing  that  without 
such  revival  complete  justice  could  be  done  by  compelling  the 
return  to  a  receiver  of  all  the  property  which  said  defendant 
aided  In  wrongfully  diverting  from  the  estate  of  a  bank  (plaint- 
iffs' debtor) ;  that  if  any  money  judgment  against  said  defend- 
ant was  essential  It  might  have  been  obtained  without  resort 
to  the  court  of  equity;  that  the  time  limited  for  Instituting  a 
suit  upon  that  cause  of  action  had  run;  that  serious  inconven- 
ience and  burden  to  the  estate  of  said  defendant  would  result; 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  guilty  of  lachesi, 
SiEBECKER,  J.,  dissents. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county :  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  action  was  originally  commenced  by  Edward  Boyle  as 
plaintiff  against  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Eau  Claire  for  the 
sequestration  of  its  property  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors. 
A  receiver  was  appointed  and  administered  its  affairs,  and 
uj)on  December  30,  1897,  was  discharged  as  such  and  his 
transactions  and  accounts  finally  approved  by  the  court. 
Thereafter,  within  the  term,  on  petition  of  certain  creditors, 
til  at  order  was  vacated  and  set  aside  and  the  cause  reorgan- 
ized with  F.  C.  AJlen,  a  creditor,  as  plaintiff,  and  broadened 
to  include  recovery  of  the  additional  statutory  liability  of 
stockholders  and  recovery  against  the  receiver  and  divers  per- 
sons alleged  to  have  been  in  collusion  with  him  or  to  have  de- 
frauded him  into  devastation  of  the  estate,  among  whom  was 
T.  F.  Frawley,  alleged  to  have  been  his  attorney  and  counsel 
and  to  have  used  such  position  of  trust  and  confidence  to  in- 
duce the  receiver  to  sell  to  a  corporation  controlled  by  Fraw- 
ley, at  an  inadequate  price,  certain  tax  titles  and  tax-title 
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liens  upon  scattering  vacant  lots  in  the  suburbs  of  certain 
towns  and  villages  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  and  to  recover 
from  said  Frawley  the  value  of  the  property  so  parted  with 
by  the  receiver.  Ail  of  these  things  are  alleged  to  have  been 
done  in  1897. 

An  issue  was  joined  by  T.  F.  Frawley  in  August,  1898, 
denying  all  allegations  against  him.  The  action  was  not 
brought  to  trial  as  against  Frawley  prior  to  his  death,  which 
occurred  June  30, 1902.  August,  1902,  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint seeking  to  revive  the  action  against  his  executrix, 
Lydia  A.  Frawley,  was  filed,  but  nothing  was  done  by  the 
court  until  September  19, 1904,  when  an  order  of  revival  and 
continuance  against  the  executrix  was  entered.  The  cause  of 
action  against  Frawley  was  brought  to  trial  in  January, 
1905,  completed  and  findings  filed  July  22,  1906,  a  motion 
made  by  the  defendant  to  correct  the  findings,  and  on  Janu- 
ary 9,  1907,  the  court  filed  an  additional  finding,  and  April 
26,  1907,  rendered  judgment,  inter  alia,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  for  recovery  to  the  receiver  from  the  executrix  of 
T.  F.  Frawley  of  the  sum  of  $6,913.88  and  costs,  from  which 
part  of  the  judgment  the  executrix,  Lydia  A*  Frawley,  brings 
this  appeal 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Bundy  &  Wilcox, 
and  oral  argument  by  0.  T.  Bundy. 

L.  A.  Doolittle,  for  the  respondents. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  5,  1909 : 

Dodge,  J.  The  first  error  assigned  and  argued  is  upon  the 
order  of  the  court  made  September  19,  1904,  reviving  and 
continuing  the  action  against  Lydia  A.  Frawley  as  executrix 
of  T.  F.  Frawley,  who  died  June  30, 1902.  This  is  assailed, 
first,  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  survive : 
and,  secondly,  that  even  if  it  did,  it  was  an  abuse  of  discre- 
tion to  revive  and  continue  the  action.  The  complaint  is 
very  ambiguous,  and  it  is  by  no  means  easy  to  reach  a  conclu- 
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sion  whether  the  pleader  stated  or  attempted  to  state  anything 
more  than  a  cause  of  action  at  law  against  T.  P.  Frawley  for 
deceit  and  fraud  resulting  in  damages  by  depletion  of  the  es- 
tate in  the  hands  of  Buffington  as  receiver.  If  so  limited,  of 
course  the  action  would  not  survive.  John  Y.  Fanvell  Co.  v. 
Wolf,  96  Wis.  10,  70  K  W.  289,  71  N.  W.  109;  Lam  v. 
Frawley,  102  Wis.  373,  78  N.  W.  593 ;  Killen  v.  Barnes,  106 
Wis.  646,  82  N.  W.  536;  Lindemann  v.  Bush,  125  Wis.  210, 
104  N.  W.  119.  In  view,  however,  of  the  conclusion  we  have 
reached  upon  the  second  ground  of  attack  we  shall  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  complaint,  upon  liberal 
construction,  may  not  be  deemed  to  attempt  to  charge  T.  F. 
Frawley  with  at  least  complicity  in  the  control  of  some  prop- 
erty alleged  to  have  been  wrongfully  diverted  from  the  trust 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  but  shall  proceed  upon 
the  assumption,  hypothetically,  that  it  does. 

An  application  to  a  court  of  equity  to  revive  and  continue 
an  action  when  interrupted  or  abated  by  the  death  of  a  party 
is  an  appeal  to  the  wise  judicial  discretion  of  the  court.  Cav- 
anaugh  v.  Scott,  84  Wis.  93,  54  ]Sr.  W.  328 ;  Carberry  v.  Ger- 
man Ins.  Co.  86  W^is.  323,  56  K  W.  920 ;  Fleming  v.  Ellison, 
124  Wis.  36, 102  N.  W.  398 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  68  App.  Div.  5, 
74  N.  Y.  Supp.  297 ;  affirmed,  8.  C.  171  N.  T.  653,  63  N.  E. 
1118.  It  should  seldom  be  granted  where  unnecessary  to  the 
applicant  (Robinson  v.  Bank  of  Pikeville,  108  Ky.  389,  56  S. 
W.  660)  ;  nor  when  the  the  burden  cast  upon  the  other  party 
thereby  will  grievously  preponderate  over  the  benefits  to  the 
applicant  (Lyon  v.  Park,  111  N.  Y.  350, 18  N.  E.  863 ;  Cav- 
anaugh  v.  Scott,  supra)  ;  nor  where  delay  and  laches  have  in- 
tervened so  as  to  place  the  defendant  at  serious  disadvantage, 
and  usually  not  where  such  delays  have  permitted  a  statute  of 
limitations  to  run  against  the  original  demand  (Beach  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 64  Barb.  506 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  supra;  St.  Paul,  M.  & 
.V.  /?.  Co.  V.  Eckel,  82  Minn.  278,  84  N.  W.  1008;  Ex  paHe 
Kirlland,  49  Ala.  403) 
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The  cause  of  action  set  forth  was  predicated  upon  personal 
conduct  of  T.  F.  Frawley  occurring  in  1897.  It  also  in- 
volved fraudulent  intent,  which  rested  in  large  measure  on 
Frawley^s  asserted  knowledge  of  facts  in  regard  to  character 
and  value  of  the  Kansas  and  !N'ebraska  tax  claims,  most  of 
which  he  acquired  by  personal  inspection,  investigation,  and 
conference  with  people  in  those  localities,  and  of  which  there- 
after only  he  himself  had  full  knowledge,  and  as  to  which  the 
evidence  must  have  grown  more  and  more  difficult  of  discov- 
ery, and  less  and  less  certain  in  character,  as  time  elapsed, 
and  especially  must  the  ability  of  his  widow  to  find  defensive 
evidence,  after  his  death,  have  been  impaired  by  such  delay. 
Upon  the  allegations  of  the  domplaint  before  the  court  all  of 
the  property  for  which  Frawley's  estate  is  now  held  account- 
able was  owned  by  a  corporation  situated  at  Eau  Claire,  a. 
party  to  the  suit,  excluded  from  any  defense  as  an  innocent 
holder,  and  from  which,  therefore,  the  very  property  belong- 
ing to  the  estate  could  be  reclaimed  and  reinstated  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver.  Of  course  the  court  might  at  any  time 
have  placed  such  embargo  upon  any  disposal  or  other  change 
of  condition  of  that  property  as  was  necessary  to  protect  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  Nothing  was  apparent  to  indicate  any 
insolvency  or  other  difficulty  in  recovering  from  the  corpora- 
tion the  proceeds  or  value  of  any  of  the  property  of  which  it 
might  dispose.  The  complaint  negatived  the  possession  of 
any  such  property  or  its  proceeds  by  Frawley,  and  if  he  were 
in  any  way  liable  to  a  money  judgment  as  a  result  of  his 
complicity,  his  estate  was  being  administered  in  the  county  of 
Eau  Claire,  so  that  a  claim  in  the  ordinary  course  of  admin- 
istration could  easily  have  been  presented.  At  the  time  of 
T.  F.  Frawley's  death  in  June,  1902,  the  plaintiffs  had  al- 
lowed five  years  to  elapse  after  the  acts  on  which  his  liability 
was  predicated,  and,  while  they  made  a  formal  motion  within 
a  few  months  after  his  death  for  the  revival,  that  motion  was 
allowed  to  drop  out  of  consideration  and  to  remain  undisposed 
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of  until  by  reason  of  a  decision  of  this  court  (Harrigan  v. 
Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909)  it  was  made  apparent 
that  if  a  cause  of  action  existed  against  Erawley  for  an  ac- 
counting it  might  be  enforced  in  the  present  action.     In  all 
practical  aspects  the  situation  was  the  same  as  if  a  new  mo- 
tion to  revive  had  been  made  in  September,  1904.     The  re- 
sult was  that  at  the  time  the  court  acted  upon  the  question  of 
revival  the  cause  of  action  for  fraud,  whether  equitable  or  le- 
gal, had  been  postponed  some  seven  years  from  its  inception. 
It  was  one  subject  to  the  six-years  statute  of  limitations. 
Boyd  V.  Mut.  F.  Asso.  116  Wis.  155,  90  N.  W.  1086,  91  N. 
W.  in ;  Buttles  v.  De  Baun,  116  Wis.  323,  93  N.  W.  5.     At 
that  time  it  was  apparent  to  the  court  that  the  presence  of 
Erawley's  estate  or  executor  as  a  party  defendant  was  entirely 
unnecessary  to  the  doing  of  complete  equity  and  justice  by  re- 
turning to  the  hands  and  control  of  the  receiver  aU  the  prop- 
erty which  it  is  now  found  that  Frawley  participated  in  di- 
verting from  the  estate ;  that  if  any  money  judgment  against 
Frawley  was  essential  to  such  relief  it  might  have  been  sought 
and  obtained  by  ordinary  legal  processes  without  resort  to  the 
peculiar  jurisdiction  of  equity.    It  was  apparent,  too,  that  the 
full  time  prescribed  by  statutes  of  limitation  for  instituting  a 
suit  upon  that  cause  of  action  had  run.    There  was  also  ap- 
parent the  very  serious  inconvenience  and  burden  to  an  estate 
from  keeping  alive  the  uncertainty  resulting  from  such  a 
claim  pending  the  litigation  over  the  very  numerous  matters 
involved  in  this  complicated  closing-up  suit,  and  through  and 
at  the  bottom  of  all  this  was  obvious  extreme  dilatoriness  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  the  situation  had  arisen 
which  was  in  large  part  unexplained  and  unexcused,  although 
certain  portions  of  the  delay  were  attempted  to  be  accounted 
for  by  more  or  less  legitimate  considerations. 

We  cannot  escape  the  conviction  that  in  the  presence  of 
such  laches  it  was  an  abuse  of  judicial  discretion  to  revive  the 
present  action  against  the  estate  of  T.  F.  Frawley,  so  seri- 
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ously  to  the  burden  of  hia  representatives  and  with  such  peril 
of  injustice  to  them,  without  any  corresponding  necessity  to 
the  plaintiffs  or  threatened  loss  of  any  of  their  rights  which 
they  might  not  have  fully  preserved  by  exercise  of  reasonable 
diligence.  Error  was  thus  committed  but  for  which  the  por- 
tion of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  or  any  judgment  against 
the  appellant,  could  not  have  been  rendered.  We  therefore 
do  not  pass  upon  the  question  whether  the  evidence  suffices  to 
establish  the  fraud  alleged. 

By  the  Court. — The  portion  of  the  judgment  appealed 
from  is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  with  direction^  to  dis- 
miss the  action  as  against  appellant. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  9,  1909: 

SiBBECKEB,  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
decision  of  the  court.  In  my  opinion,  when  liberally  con- 
strued in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  complaint  states  a  good 
cause  of  action  for  an  accounting  against  the  receiver  and  his 
alleged  associates  because  they  had  wrongfully  appropriated 
the  trust  fund  to  their  own  use.  Under  the  allegations, 
which  in  my  opinion  are  supported  by  the  proof,  Frawley  was 
the  attorney  for  the  receiver  at  the  time  he  inspected  the  Kan- 
sas property  and  made  report  thereon,  and  acted  for  the  re- 
ceiver in  preparing  the  report  to  the  court  for  the  purpose  of 
converting  this  property  into  money  for  the  benefit  of  the 
bank's  creditors.  I  am  also  persuaded  that  the  findings  of  the 
court  are  not  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  and 
should  stand  as  the  ultimate  facts  in  the  case,  and  that  the 
court  awarded  the  proper  judgment  upon  the  facts  found. 

This  judgment  is  reversed  upon  this  appeal  upon  the 
ground  that  the  order  reviving  the  action  against  the  execu- 
trix of  Frawley's  estate  was  an  abuse  of  judicial  discretion. 
As  stated  in  the  opinion,  such  ^^an  application  to  a  court  of 
equity  to  revive  and  continue  an  action  when  interrupted  or 
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abated  by  the  death  of  a  party  is  an  appeal  to  the  wise  judi- 
cial discretion  of  the  court."  The  facts  as  found  by  the  trial 
court,  which  I  deem  justified  by  the  evidence,  show  that  the 
action  was  an  appropriate  and  necessary  one  to  secure  the  re- 
lief demanded  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  and  that  the 
court  properly  retained  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  instead  of 
compelling  the  plaintiffs  to  seek  relief  by  filing  claims  in  the 
county  court.  In  the  light  of  the  facts  foimd,  the  dismissal 
of  the  action  as  to  the  Enterprise  Land,  Loan  &  Livestment 
Company  cannot  affect  the  liability  of  Frawley's  estate  for 
his  complicity  in  the  wrongful  depletion  of  the  trust  fund. 
Lender  such  circumstances  each  party  to  the  transaction  is  lia- 
ble and  may  be  compelled  to  account  in  an  equitable  action 
for  property  so  appropriated. 

The  original  action  was  commenced  in  January,  1897,  and 
reorganized  into  the  present  form  in  March,  1898.  The  par- 
tics  were  numerous,  and  the  demurrers  and  answers  of  many 
of  the  defendants  were  not  served  in  time  to  dispose  of  the 
issues  at  the  September,  1899,  term  of  the  court.  This  post- 
poned the  case  until  the  March,  1900,  term  of  the  court.  It 
was  then  noticed  for  trial  and  was  put  over  on  defendants' 
application.  It  was  again  continued  over  the  September, 
1900,  term,  when  it  was  insisted  that  Frawley  was  unable  to 
proceed  on  account  of  illness.  It  appears  that  he  continued 
ill  until  his  death  in  1902.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
to  show  that  up  to  the  time  of  Frawley's  death  the  respond- 
ents relaxed  their  efforts  to  bring  the  case  to  trial.  In  Sep- 
tember, 1902,  the  motion  to  revive  the  action  was  made  and 
submitted.  The  court  withheld  its  decision  until  September, 
1904.  It  is  contended  that  this  long  delay  clearly  indicates 
that  the  application  to  revive  had  been  practically  abandoned 
and  would  not  have  been  pressed  but  for  this  court's  decision 
in  Harrigan  v.  Oilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  K  W.  909,  which 
it  is  claimed  so  modified  the  decision  in  Boyd  r.  MiU,  F. 
Asso,  116  Wis.  155,  90  N.  W.  1086,  94  JST.  W.  171,  which 


9]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  303 

Allen  V.  Frawley,  13S  Wis.  295. 

negatived  the  right  to  revive  the  action,  as  to  permit  plaint- 
iffs, under  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  to  prosecute  this 
action  at  that  late  day.     In  January,  1905,  the  action  was 
brought  to  trial  and  submitted  to  the  court.     The  court 
filed  its  findings  July  22,   1905.     Thereafter   defendants' 
application  for .  a  modification  of  such  fijidings  was  made 
and  argued.    This  matter  was  submitted  Jime  29,  1906,  and 
was  decided  on  January  9,  1907,  by  the  filing  of  amendments 
to  the  X)riginal  findings.     Judgment  was  entered  in  April, 
1907.     True,  the  trial  was  much  delayed,  but  I  find  nothing 
in  the  record  justifying  the  claim  that  such  delay  was  attrib- 
utable to  the  neglect  of  respondents.    In  so  far  as  this  history 
is  made  of  record  it  indicates  that  the  plaintiffs  were  ready 
and  willing  to  try  the  case  after  issue  joined,  but  were  pre- 
vented by  circumstances  beyond  their  control.     It  seems  that 
the  record  is  barren  of  any  facts  showing  an  effort  by  the 
defendants  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  it  appears 
affirmatively  that  they  secured  postponement  of  the  trial 
when  the  plaintiffs  were  pressing  to  proceed.     True,   the 
court,  by  holding  litigated  questions  under  advisement  after 
their   submission,   delayed   a   speedy   termination,   but   the 
court's  action,  which  protracted  the  litigation,  cannot  reason- 
ably be  made  the  ground  of  laches  against  plaintiffs.     It 
seems  to  me  that  plaintiffs  have  shown  due  diligence  in  the 
prosecution  of  this  action  and  that  they  were  not  responsible 
for  the  delays  of  the  trial.    Under  these  circumstances,  in  my 
judgment,  no  procrastination  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case 
is  shown  warranting  the  court's  conclusion  that  it  was  an 
abuse  of  judicial  discretion  to  revive  the  action  against  the 
estate  of  T.  F.  Frawley.    In  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  the 
lower  court  should  have  been  affirmed. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  March  9,  1909. 
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RiPLET,  Respondent,  vs.  Sage  Land  &  Impeovbmbitt  Com- 
pany, Appellant. 

December  15, 1908— March  9, 1909. 

Account  stated:  Acquiescence:  Ooncluaiveneaa, 

Defendant,  being  Indebted  to  plaintiff  for  one  half  of  the  net  profits 
of  the  purchase  and  sale  of  lands  after  deducting  expenses  and 
"annual  Interest  of  seven  per  cent."  on  moneys  advanced  in  the 
transaction,  sent  to  plaintiff  a  statement  of  account  showing 
his  share  of  the  profits  to  be  a  certain  sum,  and  inclosed  a  check 
therefor.  In  such  statement  Interest  was  compounded  annually. 
Plaintiff  acknowledged  receipt  of  the  statement  without  mak- 
ing any  objection  thereto,  and  retained  and  used  the  money. 
Within  a  short  time  he  was  informed  of  the  fact  as  to  the  com* 
putatlon  of  interest,  but  not  until  two  years  and  nine  months 
after  receiving  the  statement  did  he  give  defendant  any  notice 
that  he  claimed  an  overcharge  of  interest  Heldt  that  he  had 
assented  to  the  settlement  and  accepted  the  money  tendered  as 
payment  of  the  whole  amount  due  him,  and  that,  no  fraud  or 
mistake  being  claimed,  the  account  so  settled  became  conclusive 
on  the  parties.    Babnes,  Dodge,  and  Kebwin,  JJ.,  dissent. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  for  $1,420.25  in  favor  of 
plaintiff.  Under  date  of  September  17,  1888,  H.  W.  Sago  & 
Co.  wrote  the  plaintiff  as  follows : 

"Tours  12th  received.  We  will  take  and  pay  for  such  por^ 
tions  of  6,500  acres  you  describe  as  you  may  select  after  ex- 
amination on  the  basis  proposed  by  you,  u  e.  you  to  examine 
and  locate ;  attend  to  paying  taxes,  if  required ;  and  protect 
from  trespass;  we  to  pay  for  the  land  (to  be  located  in  the 
name  of  H.  \V.  S.),  and  furnish  money  for  taxes  till  we  sell 
the  lands,  and  when  sold  to  give  you  one  half  the  net  profits, 
over  and  above  cost,  taxes,  necessary  expenses  of  handling, 
and  annual  interest  at  seven  per  cent.  We  presume  you  will 
be  back  at  Eau  Claire  with  minutes  of  the  lands  when  you  re- 
ceive this  letter,  and  you  can  either  wire  us  the  amomit  of 
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cash  you  will  need,  and  we  will  send  you  bk.  drafts  for  it,  or  if 
equally  convenient,  you  may  draw  on  us  at  sight,  and  this 
shall  be  your  authority  to  draw  on  us  enough  to  pay  for  the 
land  up  to  6,500  acres  at  ten  shillings  per  acre/' 

This  proposition  was  accepted  by  the  plaintiff,  who  there- 
upon proceeded  to  examine  lands  then  owned  by  the  United 
States  and  make  cash  entries  of  such  lands  as  he  considered 
it  desirable  to  purchase,  oome  2,840  acres  of  land  were  en- 
tered, but  a  portion  of  the  entries  were  canceled  by  the  gov- 
ernment. Practically  all  of  the  lands  were  entered  in  October, 
1888.  Thereafter  moneys  were  received  from  various  sources 
by  the  defendant  or  its  predecessor,  during  the  year  1893  the 
business  and  property  of  H.  W.  Sage  &  Co.  having  been 
merged  in  a  corporation  known  as  the  Sage  Land  <Sk  Improve- 
ment Company.  The  amounts  of  money  so  received  did  not, 
at  any  time  down  to  May  1,  1902,  equal  the  accrued  interest 
on  moneys  advanced  by  the  defendant  and  its  predecessor  un- 
der the  contract.  At  that  time  a  sale  of  1,720  acres  was  made 
to  the  J.  L.  Gates  Land  Company  for  $5,020.  On  June  6, 
1902,  a  sale  of  the  remaining  620  acres  was  made  for  $1,980 
net.    The  entries  as  to  520  acres  were  canceled. 

On  November  12,  1902,  after  all  the  lands  had  been  sold, 
the  defendant  forwarded  from  Albany,  New  York,  to  the 
plaintiff,  a  statement  showing  the  condition  of  their  account 
with  plaintiff  as  claimed  by  it.  Such  statement  showed  that 
the  plaintiff's  share  of  the  net  profits  at  this  date  amounted 
to  $114.97.  A  check  for  this  amount  was  inclosed,  and  the 
statement  showed  that  this  check  covered  the  balance  due. 
The  only  matter  between  the  parties  then  unsettled  related 
to  a  claim  for  a  refund  from  the  government  amounting  to 
$660  for  creeled  entries.  The  plaintiff  acknowledged  re- 
ceipt of  the  statement  without  making  any  objection  thereto 
and  retained  and  used  the  accompanying  $114.97.  In  the 
statement  forwarded  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  inter- 
est was  compoimded  annually.  Plaintiff  made  no  objection 
Vol.  138  —  20 
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to  the  defendant's  method  of  oomputing  the  interest  until  Au- 
gust 8, 1905,  when  its  attention  was  called  to  the  alleged  mis- 
take in  the  matter  of  computation  and  a  request  was  made 
that  the  error  be  corrected.  The  plaintiff  testified,  in  sub- 
stance, that  he  did  not  examine  the  statement  until  some  lit- 
tle time  after  it  was  received,  and  that  when  he  did  examine 
it  he  discovered  that  interest  had  been  compounded;  that 
he  consulted  an  attorney,  De  Alton  S.  Thomas,  concerning  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  compound  interest  under  this  con- 
tract, and  that  his  attorney  advised  him  that  it  would  be  neces- 
sary for  him  to  see  the  letters  constituting  the  contract  before 
advising  upon  the  subject.  Some  time  elapsed  before  plaint- 
iff was  able  to  find  the  letter  of  September  17,  1888.  When 
he  did  find  it  he  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  his  attorney  and 
advised  him  to  take  steps  to  notify  t|he  defendant  of  his  claim 
with  reference  to  the  interest  and  to  adjust  the  same.  He 
did  not  learn  until  some  time  in  1905  that  his  attorney  had 
neglected  to  take  any  proceedings  with  reference  to  the  mat- 
ter. 

The  circuit  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  concluded  by 
the  account  rendered,  by  his  acceptance  of  the  $114.97,  and 
his  silence  with  reference  to  the  matter.  The  account  was  re- 
stated by  the  court,  simple  interest  only  being  allowed  to  the 
defendant,  and  judgment  was  awarded  in  plaintiff's  favor. 
This  is  an  appeal  from  such  judgment. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  WicJcham  &  Farr, 
and  oral  argument  by  James  Wickham. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Bundy  &  Wilcox, 
and  oral  argument  by  jB.  P.  Wilcox. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  5,  1909 : 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  defendant  contends  that  the  court 
erred  in  opening  the  account  and  awarding  plaintiff  a  recov- 
ery for  a  balance  on  a  restatement  of  it,  because  the  undis- 
puted facts  show  that  the  parties  settled  the  account  between 
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them  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  payment  from  defendant 
of  the  amount  then  fonnd  due  him.  It  is  urged  that  it  is 
without  dispute  that  the  defendant  on  November  12,  1902, 
forwarded  to  plaintiff  a  statement  of  the  account  of  the  busi- 
ness affairs  between  them  arising  out  of  the  land  deals,  and 
accompanied  it  with  the  sum  of  $114.97  as  payment  of  the 
balance  due  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  acknowledged  receipt  of  the 
statement  and  money,  retained  the  money,  and  made  no  ob- 
jection to  the  correctness  of  the  account  thus  rendered.  There 
is  no  controversy  between  the  parties  respecting  the  transac- 
tion up  to  this  point.  Without  explanation  and  modification 
of  this  situation  the  acceptance  of  the  amount  sent  by  defend- 
ant as  payment  of  the  balance  due  plaintiff  made  the  account 
a  stated  one  and  operated  as  a  settlement  and  payment  of  the 
claim  embraced  in  the  account.  The  plaintiff,  however,  al- 
leges that  there  was  no  such  settlement  and  payment  of  his 
claim  because  the  defendant  erroneously  charged  an  excessive 
amount  for  interest  on  the  sums  advanced  by  it  in  payment 
of  the  lands  purchased  and  thereby  erroneously  reduced  the 
amount  due  him  as  his  share  of  the  net  profits  on  the  pur- 
chase and  sale  of  the  lands.  He  admits  that  within  a  short 
time  after  receipt  of  the  account  and  money  as  payment  of 
the  balance  due  him  on  the  account  he  was  informed  of 
this  state  of  the  account  so  rendered  by  the  defendant.  It 
appears  that  not  until  August,  1905,  a  period  of  two  years 
and  nine  months,  did  he  give  defendant  any  notice  of  this 
alleged  overcharge  in  the  account  rendered  by  defendant,  or 
make  any  claim  for  any  sum  as  due  him  above  the  $114.97  so 
accepted  by  him.  He  testifies  that  he  examined  the  account 
critically  shortly  after  he  received  it  and  the  money  and  after 
he  had  acknowledged  receipt  thereof,  that  he  did  not  offer 
to  return  the  money  nor  did  he  then  inform  the  defendant 
that  he  repudiated  the  accoimt  as  incorrect,  but  that  after 
such  examination  he  took  legal  advice  regarding  the  right  of 
the  defendant  under  the  contract  to  compute  the  interest  as 


308  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Mab. 

Ripley  v.  Sage  L.  &  I.  Co.  138  Wis.  304. 

it  did,  and  some  time  thereafter  was  informed  that  the  de- 
fendant had  illegally  compounded  the  interest,  and  that  he 
thereupon  instructed  his  counsel  to  take  the  necessary  steps 
to  have  the  account  corrected  and  to  demand  payment  of  the 
amount  stiU  due  him.  No  steps  were,  however,  taken  by  him 
or  his  counsel  for  a  period  of  nearly  three  years.  The  duty  to 
take  the  necessary  steps  to  enforce  collection  of  any  addi- 
tional sum  due  him  rested  on  him,  and  he  cannot  be  relieved 
by  placing  it  in  the  control  of  De  Alton  S.  Thomas,  his  attor- 
ney. He  must  be  held  to  have  sanctioned  inaction  by  his  at- 
torney, for  under  the  circumstances  the  attorney's  delin- 
quency cannot  explain  or  justify  plaintiff's  silence  for  so  long 
a  time.  Under  this  state  of  the  facts  the  question  is  whether 
plaintiff's  conduct  in  the  matter  amounts  to  a  settlement  and 
acceptance  of  the  account  and  precludes  him  from  opening  it 
at  this  late  day. 

It  is  urged  by  plaintiff  that  he  in  fact  never  assented  to  a 
settlement  and  payment  of  the  account,  and  hence  his  conduct 
in  the  matter  does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  ac- 
count became  stated  and  paid.  This  contention  omits  consider- 
ation of  the  account  as  rendered,  his  acceptance  of  the  amount 
tendered  as  payment  of  the  whole  amount  due  him,  his  long 
silence  respecting  the  matter,  and  his  failure  to  bring  it  to 
defendant's  notice.  Under  the  circumstances  such  acquies- 
cence furnishes  a  good  basis  for  the  inference  that  he  assented 
to  the  settlement  defendant  proposed  by  the  account  rendered. 
Such  assent  is  as  irrevocable  as  if  he  had  expressly  given  it. 
Plaintiff  was  in  duty  bound  to  give  defendant  notice  of  his 
disapproval  of  the  account  within  a  reasonable  time.  It  de- 
volved on  him  to  exercise  reasonable  diligence,  to  give  proper 
attention  to  the  transaction,  and  repudiate  the  account  if  he 
desired  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  settlement  and  payment  of 
the  account  proposed  by  defendant.  He  did  not  act  with  rea- 
sonable diligence  and  vigilance  to  repudiate  it,  and  his  con- 
duct permits  of  but  one  reasonable  inference,  namely,  that  he 
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assented  to  the  settlement  and  accepted  the  money  tendered 
by  defendant  as  payment  of  the  balance  due  him.  The  effect 
of  plaintiff's  conduct  is  declared  by  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Rose  V.  Bradley,  91  Wis.  619,  65  K  W.  509,  where  the  force 
of  the  silence  of  a  party  after  having  received  a  statement  of 
the  account  against  him  from  another  was  considered.  It  is 
there  said: 

"If  such  other  keeps  the  account  and  fails  to  object  within 
a  reasonable  time,  the  facts  raise  a  presumption  or  inference 
of  acquiescence.  That  is  all.  Such  presumption  or  inference 
is  more  or  less  strong  according  to  circumstances.  The  neg- 
lect to  return  or  object  may  be  for  such  a  length  of  time  as  to 
render  such  presumption  conclusive  on  the  question  of  acqui- 
escence, so  as  to  make  an  account  stated." 

The  following  cases  are  illustrative  of  this  principle,  which 
we  find  controls  this  case  against  plaintiff's  contention :  Pahst 
B.  Co.  V.  Milwaukee,  126  Wis.  110, 105  N.  W.  563 ;  Bostwick 
V.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  116  Wis.  392,  89  N.  W.  538,  92  N.  W. 
246;  Voss  v.  N.  W.  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  137  Wis.  492,  118  N. 
W.  212. 

Since,  then,  the  account  was  settled  and  paid,  no  ground  is 
shown  for  opening  it  and  allowing  plaintiff  to  charge  defend- 
ant any  additional  sum  as  due  him.  No  fraud  or  mistake  is 
claimed.  Under  the  circumstances  principle  and  public  pol- 
icy demand  that  when  the  account  was  settled  and  adjusted 
it  became  conclusive  on  the  parties.  Martin  v.  Beckwith,  4 
Wis.  219;  Klauber  v.  WHght,  52  Wis.  303,  8  N.  W.  893; 
Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  McGeoch,  92  Wis.  286,  66  N.  W. 
606. 

We  are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court  erroneously 
opened  a  stated  account,  and  that  the  complaint  should  have 
been  dismissed. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  directions  to  award  judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint. 
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Babnes,  J.  (dissenting).  The  contract  between  the  parties 
was  plain  and  unambiguous.  Under  it  the  defendant  had  no 
right  whatever  to  compound  interest.  Its  coimsel  does  not 
claim  or  argue  that  it  had  such  right.  The  defendant  suffered 
no  loss,  wrong,  or  injury  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  plaint- 
iff to  object  to  the  statement  of  the  account  as  rendered.  It 
does  not  claim  any  injury  by  reason  of  such  failure.  There 
was  no  controversy  between  the  parties,  before  or  at  the  time 
of  the  remittance,  as  to  what  amount  was  due.  It  was  a  mere 
matter  of  mathematical  calculation,  under  a  plain  contract,  to 
ascertain  it.  By  reason  of  its  erroneous  and  unlawful  compu- 
tation of  interest  the  defendant  retained  moneys  that  belonged 
to  the  plaii  tiff,  and  which,  in  the  exercise  of  good  faith  and 
common  honesty,  it  was  bound  to  pay  him. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  and  its  predecessor  had  a  large 
number  of  business  transactions  amounting  to  large  sums  of 
money  and  covering  a  period  of  over  twenty  years.  They  ap- 
peared to  u-ust  each  other  mutually.  Statements  were  ren- 
dered from  time  to  time,  and  whenever  anything  was  found 
incorrect  in  them  it  was  rectified  regardless  of  when  the  error 
was  discovered.  The  plaintiff  handed  the  statement  here  in- 
volved to  his  attorney  shortly  after  it  was  received,  to  secure 
his  opinion  on  the  correctness  of  the  computation  of  interest 
and  to  collect  the  balance  due  him  if  any.  In  view  of  the 
course  the  parties  pursued  in  their  dealings  it  is  particularly 
harsh  and  inequitable  to  foreclose  the  plaintiff  from  asserting 
his  rights.  The  check  sent  plaintiff  did  not  in  itself  purport 
to  be  in  full  of  account.  If  it  did  so  purport  it  would  make 
no  difference.  A  receipt  in  full,  when  it  is  not  in  fact  a  pay- 
ment in  full,  can  always  be  contradicted.  This  is  elementary 
law.  Prairie  Grove  C.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Luder,  115  Wis.  20,  27, 
89  K  W.  138,  90  N.  W.  1085;  Weidner  v.  Standard  L.  & 
A.  Ins.  Co.  130  Wis.  10, 15,  110  K  W.  246.  The  defendant 
had  a  right  to  accept  the  check  and  to  treat  it  as  payment  on 
account.     The  amount  of  money  represented  by  it,  and  more. 
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was  due  him.  This  $114.97,  with  another  small  payment 
made  on  accomit  of  moneys  refunded  on  canceled  entries,  rep- 
resented the  earnings  of  a  large  amount  of  labor  expended  by 
plaintiff  during  a  period  of  fourteen  years.  The  payment  was 
delayed  for  several  months  after  it  should  have  been  made. 

The  court  holds  that,  by  accepting  the  check  and  retaining 
the  account  without  telling  the  defendant  that  he  was  not  will- 
ing to  accept  less  than  was  due,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 
The  defendant  shoxdd  know  as  well  as  the  plaintiff  that  it  had 
not  paid  according  to  its  contract.  But,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  chargeable  with  legal  acumen  superior  to  that  of  the  de- 
fendant or  not,  I  think  he  should  be  permitted  to  recover. 

Whether  the  transaction  be  considered  from  the  standpoint 
of  estoppel,  of  waiver,  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  of  an  ac- 
count stated,  of  acquiescence,  of  abandonment,  or  of  a  settle- 
ment, it  still  involves  the  question.  Did  plaintiff,  by  his  fail- 
ure to  object  to  the  accuracy  of  the  account  rendered,  deprive 
himself  of  the  right  to  collect  what  was  justly  his  due  ?  The 
rendering  of  an  account,  and  its  retention  without  objection 
after  the  lapse  of  time,  becomes  an  account  stated  and  a  strong 
proof  of  its  correctness.  Engfer  v.  Roemer,  71  Wis.  11,  36  N. 
W.  618.  A  charge  that,  "where  one  man  makes  out  an  item- 
ized statement  of  his  accounts  with  another,  and  mails  or 
hands  it  to  such  other,  and  it  is  retained  without  objection, 
this  is  in  law  a  settlement,"  is  incorrect.  The  act  is  not  a  set- 
tlement. Such  facts  "raise  a  presumption  or  inference  of  ac- 
quiescence. That  is  alL  Such  presumption  or  inference  is 
more  or  less  strong  according  to  circiunstances.  The  neglect 
to  return  or  object  may  be  for  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  ren- 
der such  presumption  conclusive  of  acquiescence,  so  as  to 
make  an  account  stated/^  Rose  v.  Bradley,  91  Wis.  619,  623, 
65  K  W.  509. 

The  cases  of  Cobb  v.  Arundell,  26  Wis.  553,  and  Ryan  D. 
Co.  V.  Hvambsahl,  92  Wis.  62,  65  N.  W.  873,  hold  that  the 
sending  of  a  statement  of  acooimt  by  one  party,  and  its  reten- 
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tion  by  the  other  without  objection  thereto,  makes  an  account 
stated.    Less  than  two  months  ago  this  court  said : 

"It  IB  quite  uniformly  held  that,  when  a  demand  in  the 
form  of  a  bill  or  account  is  delivered  to  the  debtor,  his  con- 
duct with  reference  thereto  may  be  significant,  and  his  failure 
to  object  within  a  reasonable  time  be  construed  prima  facie  as 
an  admission  that  such  bill  or  account  is  correct;  not  at  all 
conclusive  either  on  the  fact  of  admission  or  on  the  fact  of  cor- 
rectness, but  prima  facie,  subject  to  be  overcome  by  other  evi- 
dence.'' Jon^  V.  De  Muth,  137  Wis.  120,  118  N.  W.  542, 
543. 

But  an  account  stated  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
balance  struck  is  correct.  Jefferson  Co.  v.  Jones,  19  Wis.  61. 
While  the  incorrectness  of  a  stated  account  may  be  shown,  the 
-evidence  to  surcharge  it  should  be  clear  and  satisfactory.  Wilr 
3on  V.  Runkeh  38  Wis.  526;  Marsh  v.  Case,  30  Wis.  531; 
Iloyt  V.  McLaughlin,  52  Wis.  280,  8  N.  W.  889 ;  Hill  v.  Dw 
rand,  58  Wis.  160,  15  N.  W.  390.  One  of  the  late  expressions 
of  the  court  as  to  the  effect  of  stating  an  account  is  that  it  is 
^^only  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  the  balance, 
and  not  conclusive  upon  it,"  and  unless  such  balance  is  struck 
as  the  result  of  mutual  concessions  and  a  compromise,  or  the 
acts  in  reference  thereto  create  an  estoppel  in  pais,  it  "may 
be  impeached  for  mistake  or  error  in  law  or  in  fact  with  re- 
spect to  the  items  included  in  it."  SegeVce  d  K.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Vincent,  135  Wis.  237, 115  N.  W.  806. 

In  many  other  jurisdictions  the  receipt  and  retention  of  an 
account  without  comment  is  only  primu  facie  evidence  of  as- 
sent to  the  correctness  thereof.  1  Cyc.  8i71,  and  cases  cited. 
Even  a  settlement  deliberately  made  may  be  set  aside  on  clear 
proof  of  fraud  or  mistake.  Klauber  v.  Wright,  52  Wis.  303, 
8  N.  W.  893 ;  Hill  v.  Durand,  supra. 

The  contract  here  furnishes  proof  conclusive  that  a  mis- 
take of  law  was  made  in  stating  this  accoimt,  if  it  was  stated, 
or  in  making  the  settlement,  if  one  was  made,  unless  we  as- 
sume that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  something 
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to  the  defendant  that  did  not  belong  to  it,  and  that  it  was  the 
purpose  of  the  defendant  to  cheat  the  plaintiff  out  of  some- 
thing that  belonged  to  him. 

It  would  seem  clear  from  the  foregoing  authorities  that  the 
failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  object  to  the  account  did  not  pre- 
clude him  from  showing  that  it  was  erroneous.  At  best  it  was 
evidence  tending  to  show  assent  on  his  part  as  to  its  correct- 
ness. But  if  the  transaction  amounted  to  stating  an  account, 
still  the  stated  account  was  not  conclusive.  The  fact  that  any 
weight  at  all  should  be  given  such  retention  proceeds  upon  the 
theory  of  an  implied  assent  or  admission  that  the  contents  of 
the  paper  are  correct  because  not  demurred  to.  Many  courts 
hold  that  such  action  is  no  evidence  of  consent;  others  that 
it  is  weak  evidence.  The  doctrine  seems  to  have  originated  at 
the  trial  of  Home  Tooke  for  treason  (25  How.  St.  Tr.  1, 
120),  where  treasonable  letters  found  in  his  possession  were 
offered  in  evidence  against  him  on  the  theory  that  the  receipt 
and  retention  of  such  letters  by  him  without  protest  or  objec- 
tion to  their  contents  was  tantamount  to  an  approval  of  such 
contents.  Defendant's  objection  to  the  letters  was  not  want- 
ing in  logic.  The  accused  stated  that  he  was  afraid  he  was 
guilty  of  blasphemy  as  well  as  of  treason,  under  the  ruling  of 
the  court  admitting  the  letters;  that  he  received  many  curious 
letters  that  he  did  not  answer,  and  that  among  them  were  some 
from  a  man  named  Oliver  Overall,  "who  .  .  .  endeavored  to 
prove  to  me  that  he  was  God  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Ghost. 
He  proved  it  from  the  Old  Testament — ^in  the  first  place  that 
he  was  God  the  Father,  because  God  is  Overall ;  that  is,  God 
over  aU.  He  proved  he  was  God  the  Son  from  the  New  Tes- 
tament— 'Verily,  verily  I  am  He ;'  that  is,  Veral  I,  Veral  I,  I 
am  Ho.  Now,  if  these  letters  written  to  me,  which  I  from  cu- 
riosity have  preserved,  but  upon  which  I  have  taken  no  step, 
and  to  which  I  have  given  no  answer,  are  produced  against 
me,  I  do  not  know  what  may  become  of  me."  To  which  the 
chief  justice  replied:  "If  you  can  treat  all  the  letters  that 
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have  been  found  upon  you  with  as  much  success  as  you  have 
these  letters  of  your  correspondent,  you  will  have  no  great  rea- 
son for  apprehension."  The  English  court  did  not  hold  that 
the  receipt  and  retention  of  this  letter  without  protest  would 
furnish  proof  conclusive  of  the  crime  of  blasphemy. 

The  evolutionary  progress  of  the  law  on  the  subject  under 
consideration  has  led  to  the  following  results:  (1)  Receipt 
and  retention  of  a  statement  of  account  without  protest  raises 
a  presumption  of  assent  to  its  correctness;  (2)  after  the  lapse 
of  an  indeterminate  period,  if  the  silence  is  continued,  the 
statement  so  furnished  automatically  becomes  an  account 
stated;  and  (3)  after  the  lapse  of  another  indeterminate  pe- 
riod, the  account  so  stated  automatically  becomes  conclusive 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  last  proposition  is  the  result 
of  the  decision  in  this  case,  and  it  is  with  this  that  I  particu- 
larly dissent. 

The  cases  of  BostwicJc  v.  MtU.  L.  Ins.  Co.  116  Wis.  392,  89 
N.  W.  638,  92  N.  W.  246,  and  Pabst  B.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee, 
126  Wis.  110,  106  N.  W.  663,  rest  upon  an  entirely  different 
principle  from  that  involved  in  this  case,  and  I  do  not  think 
they  are  authority  for  the  decision  here  made. 

Dodge,  J.  I  concur  with  the  foregoing  dissenting  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Babi^bs. 

Kerwin,  J.  I  concur  in  the  foregoing  dissenting  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Babnes. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  March  9,  1909. 
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VooEL  and  others,  Plaintiffs  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  De- 
fendant in  error. 

December  2,  1908— March  9,  1909. 

Rape:  Bvider^ce:  BuHMeney:  Review  in  appellate  court:  Oorrohora 
Hon:  J^urors:  Special  venire  prematurely  is9ued:  Hmmlesa  ir- 
reffuJarity:  Presence  of  accused,  tohen  necessary:  Infonnation : 
Conviction  of  persons  aiding  and  abetting:  Instructions  to  jury: 
Acts  constituting  one  or  several  offenses:  Election  as  to  par- 
ticular act:  Waiver:  Res  gest®:  Impeachment  of  witnesses:  Con 
viction  of  lesser  offense:  Fornication:  Assault  and  battery:  Ar- 
guments of  counsel:  Improper  remarks:  Immaterial  error. 

1.  Where  the  defense  against  a  charge  of  rape  Is  that  there  waa 

fornication  only,  the  courts  hold  to  a  strict  rule  of  proof  as  ta 
the  essentials  of  the  greater  offense. 

2.  The  refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 

that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  support  a  conviction  will  not 
be  disturbed  by  this  court  where  the  record  contains  evidence 
from  which  the  guilt  of  the  accused  can  fairly  be  deduced. 

3.  A  conviction  for  rape  may  be  had  upon  the  uncorroborated  tes- 

timony of  the  female  assaulted. 

4.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  h^ld  to  warrant  the  conviction  of 

rape. 
6.  Sec.  2533d,  Stats.  (1898),  does  not  contemplate  that  a  special 
venire  shall  be  issued  until  the  regular  panel  of  jurors  is  actu- 
ally exhausted;  but  the  issuance  of  such  a  venire  in  this  case 
two  days  before  the  trial  began,  in  anticipation  of  the  fact  that 
a  sufficient  number  of  qualified  jurors  could  not  be  obtained 
from  the  regular  panel,  is  held  not  to  have  been  prejudicial  to 
the  defendants,  and  the  error  or  irregularity  should  be  disre- 
garded under  sees.  2829,  4659. 

6.  The  abs^ce  of  the  defendant  when  a  special  venire  is  ordered 

does  not  invalidate  his  conviction. 

7.  Under  an  information  charging  a  party  as  principal  he  may  be- 

convicted  on  evidence  showing  that  he  was  present  and  aided 
and  abetted  the  principal  felon  in  the  commission  of  the  crime, 
where  the  punishment  for  the  actual  commission  of  the  offense 
and  that  for  aiding  and  abetting  in  its  commission  are  the  same. 

8.  Thus,  several  persons  may  be  convicted  under  an  Informatlou 

charging  them  jointly  with  having  committed  rape,  and  it  la 
not  necessary  that  one  of  them  should  have  been  specifically 
charged  with  the  crime  and  the  others  charged  as  aiders  and 
abettors. 
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9.  On  the  trial  of  several  persons  jointly  charged  with  rape  the  jury 
were  Instructed  that  to  hold  any  two  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants guilty  of  that  ofTense  the  evidence  must  establish  that 
**some  one  of  them"  performed  an  act  of  Intercourse  under  such 
circumstances  that  it  constituted  rape  and  that  such  others  as 
are  held  guilty  "assisted  him  by  the  exercise  of  force,  or  threats, 
or  oth&fuHse,  in  committing  such  particular  act»  or  procured 
him  to  commit  such  act."  Held,  that  the  use  of  the  word  "other- 
wise" was  not  improper,  since  a  defendant  might  be  guilty  of 
aiding  and  abetting  without  using  force  or  making  a  threat. 

10.  Nor  did  the  use  of  the  word  "procured"  render  the  instruction 

erroneous,  it  being  evidently  used  and  understood  as  synony- 
mous with  "aided"  or  "abetted,"  and  there  being  no  testimony 
to  which  this  part  of  the  instruction  could  apply  if  it  were  in- 
tended to  cover  absentees  who  counseled  the  commission  of  the 
offense. 

11.  Three  series  of  acts  of  intercourse  at  two  different  places  during 

a  period  of  two  hours — there  being  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  not  all  of  the  defendants  were  present  when  any  one  act 
of  intercourse  took  place — ^are  held  not  to  constitute  a  single 
offense  but  several  distinct  offenses. 

12.  By  the  instruction  above  quoted  (in  paragraph  9)  the  jury  were 

clearly  told  that  they  must  acquit  unless  they  were  all  agreed 
upon  some  particular  act  constituting  the  offense  and  also  agreed 
as  to  the  particular  defendant  who  actually  performed  that  act 
and  as  to  those  who  assisted  him  therein. 

13.  The  right  of  the  defendants  In  this  case  to  have  the  state  elect 

upon  what  particular  act  It  relied  to  secure  a  conviction  was 
waived  by  failure  to  request  that  such  election  be  made  and 
by  a  request  for  instruction  showing  that  they  consented  to  the 
submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury  in  the  way  it  was  submitted. 

14.  A  charge  to  the  jury  that,  in  order  to  render  a  person  guilty  as 

an  alder  and  abettor,  "he  must  himself  in  some  way  aid  or 
assist  the  other  in  overpowering  the  female,  or  in  effecting  a 
particular  act  of  intercourse  under  circumstances  such  as  to 
make  such  act  rape,"  was  not — especially  in  view  of  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case — ^misleading  or  prejudicial  as  falling  to  in- 
form the  jury  that  the  person  aiding  or  abetting  must  be  pres- 
ent at  the  commission  of  the  offense. 

15.  Statements  made  by  the  prosecutrix,  a  short  time  after  the  com- 

mission of  the  offense,  to  those  who  had  rescued  her  from  de- 
fendants and  were  taking  her  to  a  neighboring  house,  in  reply 
to  their  questions  as  to  what  defendants  had  done  to  her  and 
why  she  did  not  yell,  are  held  to  have  been  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gestce. 
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16.  A  witness  for  the  state  had  written  an  account  of  the  crime  for 

a  newspaper,  hut  testified  that  it  was  not  published  as  he  wrote 
it  This  testimony  was  not  contradicted.  Defendants  ofTered 
In  evidence  the  published  article  (which  was  claimed  to  give  a 
very  distorted  account  of  the  afiTalr)  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
bias  on  the  part  of  the  witness  and  of  otherwise  impeaching 
his  testimony.  Held  that,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  testi- 
mony that  the  article  was  not  published  as  written,  it  was  prop- 
erly excluded. 

17.  A  person  cannot  be  convicted  of  fornication  under  an  information 

charging  rape. 

18.  Refusal  to  Instruct  the  jury  that,  under  the  Information  charging 

rape,  defendants  not  guilty  of  that  offense  might  be  found  guilty 
of  assault  and  battery,  was  not  error  prejudicial  to  the  defend- 
ants. 

19.  It  is  not-  error  to  refuse  requested  Instructions  which  are  ade- 

quately and  fairly  covered  In  the  general  charge  or  which  re- 
late to  mere  evidentiary  matters. 

20.  A  misstatement  by  the  district  attorney,  in  his  argument  to  the 

jury,  as  to  the  time  within  which  admitted  acts  of  intercourse 
by  defendants  with  the  prosecutrix  occurred,  is  held  to  have 
been  harmless,  in  view  of  the  trial  court's  direction  to  the  jury 
to  recall  the  testimony  and  not  take  counsel's  statement  on 
either  side  for  what  It  was. 

21.  Language  used  by  the  district  attorney  In  his  argument  to  the 

jury,  characterizing  a  witness  as  a  "disreputable,  dirty  pup  of 
a  liar,"  is  disapproved,  but  It  was  proper  for  him  to  comment 
upon  the  contradictory  statements  which  the  witness  admitted 
having  made,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credibility. 

22.  Statements  by  the  district  attorney,  in  his  argument  to  the  jury, 

that  if  the  prosecutrix  "was  your  or  my  girl,  you  wouldn't  have 
waited  to  have  a  trial  in  court,"  and  that  "the  people  of  the 
country  are  watching  this  case,  and  when  they  have  another 
case  like  this  they  will  have  a  lynching  bee,"  are  held  Improper 
and  reprehensible,  but  not  so  prejudicial  as  to  work  a  reversal 
of  the  conviction,  where  the  trial  court  told  the  jury  that  such 
remarks  were  Improper  and  admonished  them  to  decide  the 
case  according  to  the  evidence  and  to  acquit  the  defendants, 
without  regard  to  any  other  case  or  to  the  future,  unless  their 
guilt  was  established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 

23.  Considerable  latitude  must  be  allowed  counsel  in  arguing  cases, 

and  a  judgment  should  not  be  reversed  because  of  improper  re- 
marks unless  this  court  is  satisfied  that  the  jury  was  not  suffi- 
ciently instructed  to  disregard  them  or  they  appear  to  be  so 
flagrant  that  they  must  have  been  prejudicial  notwithstanding 
any  admonition  that  may  have  been  given  by  the  trial  court 
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Erroe  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Clark 
county :  Chester  A.  Fowler,  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Writ  of  error  to  review  conviction  for  rape  and  ten  years' 
sentence  to  the  state  reformatory.  The  defendants  were 
jointly  arraigned  upon  an  information  containing  one  count, 
which,  omitting  the  formal  parts,  alleges  as  follows : 

"That  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1907,  at  said  county, 
ilattheiv  Vogel,  Joseph  Christman,  Peter  Christman,  An- 
thony  J.  Christman,  and  Henry  Vogel  did,  with  force  and 
arms,  in  and  upon  one  Anna  Engelhretson,  of  the  age  of  four- 
teen years  and  more,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  vio- 
lently and  feloniously  make  an  assault,  and  her,  the  said 
Anna  Engelhretson,  then  and  there,  by  force  and  against 
her  will,  violently  and  feloniously  did  ravish  and  carnally 
know,  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state  of  Wiscon- 
sin." 

All  of  the  parties  involved  attended  a  dance  held  at  John 
Lempke's  bam  on  the  night  of  June  29th.  About  11  o'clock 
the  prosecutrix  and  another  girl  went  to  Lempke's  house  to 
get  a  drink  of  water,  and  on  their  return  the  prosecutrix  was 
accosted  by  the  defendant  Matthew  Vogel.  The  testimony  of 
the  prosecutrix  is  to  the  effect  that  said  Vogel  forcibly  took 
her  out  of  the  yard  and  down  the  road  to  a  clump  of  small 
trees  on  the  roadside  some  twenty-four  ro^s  from  the  gate 
leading  to  the  Lempke  bam;  that  the  other  defendants  fol- 
lowed them,  and  that  all  of  the  defendants  had  sexual  inter- 
course with  the  prosecutrix  forcibly  and  against  her  will  at 
said  place ;  that  she  was  thereafter  taken  down  the  road  some 
600  feet  further  by  the  defendants,  where  they  again  com- 
mitted the  crime  of  rape  upon  her;  that  thereafter  she  was 
brought  back  to  the  place  where  the  first  alleged  crime,  or  se- 
ries of  crimes,  was  committed,  and  the  offense  was  repeated 
until  the  defendants  were  driven  away  by  other  parties  ap- 
pearing upon  the  scene. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error,  who  will  hereafter,  for  the  sake  of 
brevity,  be  referred  to  as  defendants,  seek  a  reversal  of  the 
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judgment  of  conviction  on  the  following  grounds:  (1)  The 
evidence  is  insufficient  to  support  a  conviction  for  the  crime 
of  rape.  (2)  The  jury  which  tried  the  defendants  was  not 
legally  impaneled.  (3)  The  information  was  insufficient  to 
support  a  judgment  for  conviction.  (4)  The  court  erred  in 
charging  the  jury.  (5)  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge 
the  jury  as  requested  by  defendants.  (6)  The  court  erred  in 
receiving  and  rejecting  evidence  to  the  prejudice  of  the  de- 
fendants. (7)  The  judgment  should  be  reversed  because  of 
prejudicial  remarks  made  to  the  jury  by  the  district  attorney 
in  the  argument  of  the  case. 

For  the  plaintiffs  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  L.  M.  Stur- 
devant,  R.  J,  MacBride,  Homer  G.  Clark,  and  W.  J.  Rush, 
and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Sturdevant,  Mr.  MacBride,  and 
Mr.  Clark. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney General  and  F.  T.  Tucker  and  J.  E.  Messerschmidt,  as- 
sistant attorneys  general,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Tucker 
and  Mr.  Messerschmidt. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  5,  1909: 

Babnes,  J.  We  are  urged  with  much  earnestness  to  hold 
that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  sustain  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
and  that  therefore  the  judgment  of  conviction  should  be  re- 
versed and  the  defendants  discharged.  Many  considerations 
are  called  to  our  attention  to  support  this  view,  and  some  of 
them  are  not  wanting  in  force  and  persuasive  power.  The 
credibility  of  the  testimony  of  the  alleged  victim,  as  well  as 
that  of  the  principal  witnesses  tending  to  corroborate  her 
story,  is  vigorously  assailed.  It  is  assorted  that  the  condition 
of  the  clothing  of  the  girl,  Anna  Engelbretson,  after  the  com- 
mission of  the  alleged  crime  or  crimes,  and  the  condition  of 
her  body,  demonstrated  that  she  was  not  the  victim  of  a  series 
of  criminal  assaults.     Her  failure  to  promptly  acquaint  her 
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parents,  or  other  relatives,  of  the  outrage,  her  alleged  failure 
to  make  such  outcries  as  might,  and  probably  would,  attract 
assistance,  and  the  inherent  improbability  of  at  least  a  por^ 
tion  of  her  testimony,  are  said  to  furnish  proof  conclusive 
that  the  lesser  offense  of  fornication  only  was  committed. 
These,  as  well  as  other  considerations,  are  forcefully  pressed 
upon  us  with  undoubted  sincerity. 

The  abhorrent  nature  of  the  crime  of  rape  so  shocks  every 
sensibility  of  manhood  that  a  party  even  charged  therewith 
has  much  to  overcome  where  his  defense  is  that  the  offense 
amounted  to  fornication  only  and  not  to  the  more  heinous 
crime.  As  was  said  in  Brown  v.  State,  127  Wis.  193, 199, 106 
N.  W.  536,  "the  proneness  of  woman,  when  she  finds  the  fact 
of  her  disgrace  discovered  or  likely  of  discovery,  to  minimize 
her  fault  by  asserting  vis  major,"  coupled  with  the  impossi- 
bility of  defense  except  by  direct  denial,  has  led  the  courts  to- 
a  very  strict  rule  of  proof  in  such  cases. 

Five  defendants  were  convicted  on  the  trial  of  this  case 
and  are  now  under  sentence  for  ten  years  each.  The  import 
as  well  rs  the  importance  of  the  case  is  such  as  to  invite  the 
closest  scrutiny  of  the  record,  to  the  end  that  the  court  may 
satisfy  itself  therefrom,  as  far  it  can,  whether  the  defend- 
ants were  convicted  of  a  crime  they  did  not  commit. 

It  is  easy  to  perceive  that  the  real  issue  in  the  case  might 
readily  have  been  lost  sight  of  by  the  jury.  The  testimony 
of  the  defendants  is  less  repulsive  than  that  of  their  vic- 
tim, because  the  element  of  force  is  denied ;  but,  taking  their 
testimony  as  they  gave  it,  a  person  not  learned  in  the  refine- 
ments of  the  law  might  well  feel  inclined  to  say  that  a  prison 
was  the  proper  place  in  which  to  restrain  their  activities. 
The  evidence  given  on  the  trial  certainly  makes  a  revolting 
if  not  an  unique  page  in  the  annals  of  criminal  law. 

We  fail  to  see  where  any  detailed  discussion  of  the  evi- 
dence would  be  useful,  except  for  the  purpose  of  convincing 
counsel  that  it  was  carefully  read  and  considered  by  the 
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court,  and  except,  perhaps,  to  gratify  the  appetites  of  morbid 
minds  for  salacious  reading  matter.  Neither  reason  is*  suffi- 
cient, and  we  must  decline  to  unnecessarily  soil  the  pages  of 
our  reports  by  narrating  the  evidence  in  detail. 

"Ordinarily  the  decision  of  the  trial  judge  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
is  insufficient  to  support  the  verdict  is  held  conclusive  upon 
this  court;  and  this  rule  is  adhered  to  in  a  criminal  case 
where  the  record  contains  evidence  from  which  the  guilt  of 
the  accused  can  be  fairly  deduced."  Williams  v.  State,  61 
Wis.  281,  289,  21  K  W.  56;  Jambor  v.  State,  75  Wis,  664, 
673,  44  N.  W.  963. 

Having  in  mind  the  foregoing  rule  of  law  as  to  the  weight 
that  should  be  given  to  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  a  criminal 
case,  and  also  to  the  refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  set  it  aside 
as  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  it  is  the  judgment  of  every 
member  of  the  court,  reached  after  mature  deliberation,  that 
the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  as  unsupported  by  the 
testimony. 

The  jury  found  that  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the 
offense  Anna  Engelbretson  was  not  a  common  prostitute. 
Upon  the  evidence  it  was  entirely  justified  in  so  doing.  With 
one  exception  the  only  witnesses  who  testified  to  former  mis- 
conduct on  her  part,  or  to  evil  reputation,  were  three  of  the 
defendants,  and  a  portion  at  least  of  their  evidence  was  al- 
most too  fantastic  for  belief.  The  evidence  of  the  witness 
Edward  Wensel  is  improbable,  though  perhaps  not  incredible, 
but  was  in  direct  conflict  with  statements  deliberately  made 
by  him  to  the  district  attorney  and  sheriff.  He  was  evi- 
dently a  companion  of  Mattie  VogeVs,  having  worked  with 
him-  in  the  woods,  and,  according  to  his  own  story,  accom- 
panied him  on  at  least  one  of  his  amatory  peregrinations. 
The  evidence  referred  to  was  important  only  as  bearing  upon 
the  credibility  of  the  witness  Anna  Engelbretson.  It  is  the 
settled  law  of  this  state  that  a  conviction  for  rape  may  be  had 
upon  the  uncorroborated  evidence  of  the  female  assaulted. 
Vol.  138  -  21 
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Broim  V.  State,  127  Wis.  193,  200,  106  N.  W.  536;  Lan- 
phere'v.  State,  114  Wis.  193,  202,  89  N.  W.  128;  Osgood  v. 
Slate,  64  Wis.  472,  474,  25  N.  W.  629.  It  is  not  seriously 
contended,  if  the  testimony  of  such  female  in  this  case  is 
taken  to  be  true,  that  she  does  not  testify  to  facts  which  es- 
tablish the  commission  of  the  crime.  But  it  is  asserted  that 
her  evidence  bears  upon  its  face  the  stamp  of  unreliability, 
and  that  therefore,  under  the  rule  in  Hofer  r.  State,  130  Wis. 
676,  586,  110  N.  W.  391;  O'Boyle  v.  State,  100  Wis.  296, 
300,  75  N.  W.  989 ;  and  Brown  v.  State,  supra,  the  principal 
facts  must  be  corroborated  by  other  testimony. 

So  much  of  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutrix  as  relates  how 
she  was  taken  by  the  defendant  Mattie  Vogel  from  near  the 
Lempke  house  to  where  the  first  act  of  intercourse  took  place 
hardly  seems  credible.  Considering  the  close  proximity  of  a 
number  of  other  persons,  no  good  reason  is  apparent  why  she 
might  not  by  her  cries  have  attracted  assistance  if  she  appre- 
hended that  a  criminal  assault  was  about  to  be  committed 
upon  her.  The  improbability  of  the  story  related  by  the 
prosecutrix,  in  the  foregoing  and  some  other  particulars,  de- 
tracts from  the  weight  that  should  otherwise  be  given  to  her 
evidence.  But,  whatever  was  the  purpose  of  the  prosecutrix 
in  leaving  the  dance  with  Vogel,  or  whether  she  went  volun- 
tarily or  forcibly,  does  not  argue  that  the  acts  of  intercourse 
testified  to  with  the  other  defendants,  or  acts  with  Vogel 
after  they  arrived,  were  voluntary  on  her  part,  and  there  is 
certainly  no  inherent  improbability  in  her  assertion  that  they 
were  accomplished  by  force  and  against  her  will.  Neither 
is  there  any  improbability  in  her  statement  to  the  effect  that 
during  the  time  the  last  acts  of  intercourse  took  place  she 
was  physically  exhausted  and  in  a  semi-unconscious  condi- 
tion and  incapable  alike  of  resistance  or  consent 

But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutrix  was 
corroborated.  The  defendants,  except  Peter  Christman,  ad- 
mitted acts  of  intercourse.     As  to  him,  the  proof  of  sexual 
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intercourse  was  almost  conclusive.  So  the  only  material  cir- 
cumstance upon  which  corroboration  was  necessary  was 
whether  she  ofFered  that  degree  of  resistance  that  was  im- 
perative in  order  to  make  the  crime  that  of  rape. 

The  house  of  William  Catlin  was  about  150  feet  from  the 
point  where  the  first  acts  of  intercourse  took  place.  Mrs. 
Catlin  testified  that  she  heard  a  girl  cry,  whom  she  took  to 
be  the  prosecutrix,  between  11:15  and  11:30  o'clock;  that 
she  got  up  and  looked  out  the  window  and  went  back  to  bed 
again  and  was  aroused  again ;  that  the  dog  growled  and  then 
she  heard  the  girl  scream;  that  she  cried;  that  witness  got 
up  again  and  went  to  the  window  and  heard  the  girl  cry  and 
beg  for  those  boys  to  keep  their  hands  off;  that  she  said, 
^^Mat,  keep  your  hands  off,  and  let  me  alone ;"  heard  her  say, 
"/oe,  let  me  alone;  Pete,  keep  your  hands  off.  Let  me 
alone.  Let  me  go."  Witness  could  not  tell  how  many  times 
she  heard  the  prosecutrix  scream,  but  no  small  number  of 
times. 

"She  cried  and  screamed  sometimes  when  they  allowed  her 
to.  They  told  her  to  keep  still  and  shut  up  her  mouth  and 
then  she  would  keep  still,  and  she  would  cry  again  and  they 
told  her  to  keep  still.  I  heard  this  going  on  for  at  least  an 
hour  and  a  half." 

The  second  series  of  acts  of  intercourse  took  place  down 
the  road  about  600  feet  from  the  first  In  reference  to  what 
the  witness  heard  after  the  parties  left  the  first  place  she 
testified : 

"I  heard  noise  coming  from  the  direction  thos^  people  had 
gone  down  the  road.  I  heard  this  girl  scream,  cry.  I  could 
not  hear  any  words  that  she  said.  She  cried  quite  steady 
when  she  was  down  there.  She  didn't  stop  but  a  minute  or 
two  at  a  time  I  don't  think.  I  did  not  hear  any  one  tell  her 
to  keep  still,  but  I  heard  her  cry,  and  she  didn't  cry  right 
steady.  I  could  not  hear  it  steady.  I  saw  what  looked  to  be 
the  same  girl  go  up  the  road  again.  I  saw  this  girl  and 
three  gentlemen  come  up  the  road.     She  tried  to  get  away 
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from  them.  They  had  hold  of  her,  one  of  them.  She  got 
away  and  started  to  run  towards  our  big  gate.  I  don't  think 
it  was  the  one  that  had  hold  of  her  first^  but  another  one 
grabbed  her  and  told  her  to  stand  still  and  she  did.  Then 
they  went  ...  to  the  first  place  they  started  from.  I 
heard  the  cry  again  in  just  a  few  minutes.  She  cried  quite 
a  few  times,  too,  then." 

The  witness  then  stated  that  she  saw  one  of  the  men  go  up 
where  the  dance  was  being  held  and-  that  four  men  returned 
in  a  short  time  to  where  the  girl  was ;  that  she  then  aroused 
her  husband  and  dressed  and  started  for  the  road  and  met 
Arthur  Sayles  and  his  wife,  who  were  going  home  in  a  buggy ; 
that  she  told  Mr.  Sayles  some  brutes  were  abusing  a  girl  and 
showed  him  the  place.  Mr.  Sayles  asked  the  men  if  there 
was  a  girl  there  and  one  of  them  said  "No."  His  wife  re- 
marked that  there  was,  because  she  could  hear  her  sob.  Mr. 
Sayles  tlien  got  out  of  the  buggy  and  the  men  scattered. 
There  were  six  of  them.  When  the  witness  first  got  up  there, 
some  of  the  men  were  on  the  ground,  and  it  looked  as  if  they 
were  sitting  down  and  had  hold  of  her.  Her  face  was  cov- 
ered with  something.  Pete  Christman  was  having  inter- 
course with  the  girl.  They  helped  her  into  the  buggy.  Her 
skirts  wei*e  all  loosened  and  her  hair  was  down  and  her  waist 
was  all  black  and  dirty  and  was  torn  on  the  back.  The  girl 
did  not  say  anything  to  witness ;  she  cried  all  the  time. 

The  testimony  of  Mrs.  Catlin  as  to  what  took  place  after 
lEr.  Sayles  came  along  is  substantially  corroborated  by  the 
e\'idence  of  Arthur  Sayles,  only  he  saw  nothing  over  the  face 
of  the  prosecutrix.  He  testified  that  Peter  Christman  was 
apparently  having  inftercourse  with  her  and  that  there  was  a 
man  on  either  side  of  her,  but  that  he  could  not  say  whether 
they  had  hold  of  her  or  not  They  were  possibly  six  inches 
or  a  foot  away  from  her.  He  testified  that  after  the  men  ran 
away  the  prosecutrix  attempted  to  get  up  but  fell  back. 
Minnie  Sayles  corroborated  the  evidence  given  by  her  hus- 
band, Arthur  Sayles.     Mrs.  Sayles,  with  Mrs.  Catlin,  took 
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the  prosecutrix  in  the  buggy  to  the  Lempke  farm  where  the 
dance  was  held,  and  testified  that  she  was  crying  so  hard  that 
she  was  scaring  the  horse,  and  that  when  she  was  taken  out 
of  the  buggy  at  Lempke's  she  ran  around  and  acted  kind  of 
wild. 

The  witness  William  Catlin  testified  that  he  heard  a  girl 
crying  for  help  and  that  she  wanted  the  fellows  that  had  her 
to  let  her  alone ;  that  he  heard  the  girl  crying.  He  did  not 
know  how  many  times  or  how  long  he  heard  it,  but  it  seemed 
possibly  half  an  hour. 

On  the  trial  the  defendant  Peter  Christman  denied  having 
intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix.  Her  testimony  in  this  re- 
gard, however,  is  corroborated  by  that  of  Mrs.  Catlin  and 
that  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sayles.  It  would  appear  that  the  cor- 
roborating evidence  in  this  case  was  quite  strong.  If  the  girl 
cried  and  screamed  as  Mrs.  Catlin  testified  she  did,  such  ac- 
tion on  her  part  certainly  was  not  indicative  of  consent,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  tended  directly  to  establish  her  claim  that  she 
resisted  and  that  force  was  used  to  overcome  such  resistance. 

It  is  argued  that  the  established  facts  relating  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  prosecutrix  physically,  and  of  her  clothing,  and 
to  her  failure  to  make  an  outcry  when  aid  might  be  forth- 
coming, as  well  as  her  failure  to  notify  her  parents  at  once 
of  the  occurrence,  render  the  corroborating  evidence  referred 
to  unbelievable.  It  must  be  remembered  that  there  were 
four  or  more  able-bodied  men  taking  part  in  the  transaction, 
and  that  they  should  be  able  to  overcome  the  stru^les  and 
the  strength  of  a  girl  eighteen  years  of  age,  weighing  about 
126  pounds,  without  tearing  off  her  clothing  or  clubbing  or 
pounding  her  so  that  her  body  would  show  bruises. 

The  failure  of  the  prosecutrix  to  relate  the  details  of  what 
occurred  until  the  day  following  would  ordinarily  be  a  cir- 
cumstance of  much  importanca  It  appeared,  however,  that 
her  father  had  been  advised,  to  some  extent  at  least,  by 
Anthur  Sayles,  of  what  had  happened,  even  before  his  daugh- 
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ter  arrived  at  the  Lempke  place  in  the  buggy  with  Mrs. 
Sayles.  When  he  went  out  to  where  she  was. in  the  buggy  he 
testified  that  she  was  crying  bitterly  and  would  not  answer 
him,  so  tha*  he  thought  she  hod  lost  her  mind.  He  further 
testified  that  he  stated  that  if  he  knew  who  dragged  his  girl 
in  the  dirt  he  would  shoot  them  if  they  came  upon  his  lot, 
whereupon  the  defendant  Peter  Christman  promptly  hit  him 
upon  the  jaw  for  his  temerity  in  objecting  to  the  treatment 
accorded  his  daughter.  This  occurrence  took  place  in  the 
presence  of  the  daughter,  and  the  inference  would  not  be 
violent  tliat  she  supposed  that  some  one  had  informed  her 
father  of  the  outrage.  That  the  matter  was  common  talk 
at  the  dance  before  it  broke  up  seems  apparent  from  the  evi- 
dence of  the  defendant  Henry  Vogel,  who  testified  that  he 
would  not  walk  home  from  the  dance  with  the  prosecutrix  be- 
cause of  such  talk. 

But  the  case  is  not  wanting  in  circumstances  that  tend 
to  corroborate  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  part  of  the 
state.  The  prosecutrix  lived  with  her  parents  on  a  farm. 
She  went  to  school  until  she  was  seventeen.  Thereafter  she 
spent  part  of  her  time  at  home  and  part  of  it  working  out, 
apparently  no  great  distance  from  home.  No  evidence  was 
offered  bo  show  that  she  had  a  reputation  of  being  unchaste, 
and  the  only  evidence  tending  to  show  lascivious  conduct  on 
her  part  has  already  been  epitomized.  The  Lempke  bam  at 
which  the  dance  was  held  was  not  half  a  mile  from  her 
father's  home,  and  was  attended  by  her  brother,  her  father, 
her  mother,  and  two  sisters.  The  attendants  at  the  dance 
were  principally  her  neighbors  and  acquaintances  whom  she 
bad  known  for  years.  She  appears  from  her  evidence  to 
have  been  a  girl  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  one  who  had 
some  experience  with  the  world  outside  of  that  gained  in 
her  family  circle.  She  left,"  or  was  taken  from,  the  dancing 
place  at  about  11  o'clock.  The  time  of  her  return  is  not 
definitely  fixed,  but  was  probably  about  1  o'clock.     She  could 
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hardly  escape  knowing  that  promiscuous  acts  of  intercourse, 
with  such  as  were  present  at  the  dance  and  as  were  invited 
to  participate  by  her  companions  or  captors,  would  become 
common  knowledge  and  common  talk  within  a  short  time  in 
the  commimity  in  which  she  and  her  father  and  mother  and 
brothers  and  sisters  resided.  She  could  hardly  escape  know- 
ing that  her  shame  would  soon  be  bruited  from  mouth  to 
mouth  and  that  she  would  be  looked  upon  with  scorn  and 
contumely  by  her  childhood  associates,  her  neighbors,  and 
acquaintances.  That  she  should  have  consented  to  twenty- 
two  acts  of  sexual  intercourse,  which  she  testified  took  place, 
or  eight  acts,  as  testified  to  by  defendants,  most  of  the  acts 
taking  place  in  the  presence  of  at  least  four  of  the  defendants, 
and  all  within  the  space  of  a  couple  of  hours,  is  well-nigh 
unbelievable.  In  any  event  it  might  well  be  a  severe  strain 
upon  the  credulity  of  the  jury  to  believe  it  The  story  would 
be  of  doubtful  veracity  if  told  of  a  hardened  wanton  oast 
among  strangers.  We  deem  further  discussion  of  the  evi- 
dence unnecessary.  The  province  of  the  court  is  to  examine 
the  record  to  ascertain  whether  there  was  sufficient  testimony 
to  warrant  the  finding  of  the  jury.  We  entertain  no  doubt 
that  there  was. 

The  trial  of  the  case  commenced  before  Judge  Fowler  on 
January  6th.  Judge  O'JTeill  of  the  Clark  county  circuit, 
anticipating  that  a  sufficient  number  of  qualified  jurors  could 
not  be  obtained  from  the  regular  panel,  in  the  absence  of  the 
defendants,  and  on  January  4th,  issued  a  special  venire  to  the 
sheriff  for  twenty  jurors,  returnable  on  January  6th.  All 
but  one  of  the  jurors  named  in  the  special  venire  were  re- 
ported present  when  court  convened  on  such  date.  Appro- 
priate objection  was  made  to  the  manner  adopted  for  select- 
ing extra  jurors,  and  due  exception  was  taken  to  the  adverse 
ruling  of  the  court  thereon.  The  regular  panel  was  first  ex- 
hausted without  securing  the  requisite  number  of  jurors,  and 
recourse  was  then  had  to  those  summoned  on  the  special 
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venire.  Error  is  alleged  because  of  the  method  pursued  in 
selecting  the  jury.  It  certainly  would  have  been  entirely 
proper  for  the  court  on  January  4th  to  have  ordered  that  the 
jury  list  be  replenished  from  the  list  of  names  furnished  by 
the  jury  commissioners  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  2533c, 
Stats.  (1898).  In  the  absence  of  action  by  Judge  O'Neh-l 
it  would  have  been  competent  for  Judge  Fowler,  under  sec 
2533d,  to  have  directed  the  sheriff  to  secure  additional  jurors 
from  the  county  at  large,  or  from  the  bystanders,  to  try  this 
particular  case,  when  the  regular  panel  was  exhausted. 
Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627,  78  N.  W.  145.  Sec  2533^, 
however,  does  not  contemplate  that  a  special  venire  shall  be 
issued  until  the  regular  panel  is  actually  exhausted.  Con- 
ceding that  the  special  venire  was  prematurely  issued,  it  was 
no  doubt  issued  to  save  time  in  the  trial  and  expense  to  the 
county  and  not  from  any  improper  motive.  Had  Judge 
Fowler  entirely  disregarded  the  special  venire  and  directed 
the  sheriff  to  summon  talesmen  from  the  bystanders  or  from 
the  body  of  the  county,  that  oflScer  might  call  upon  the  iden- 
tical persons  attending  court  in  pursuance  of  the  action  of 
Judge  O'NEILL.  No  substantial  claim  is  made  that  the 
sheriff  did  not  perform  his  duty  honestly,  or  that  the  de- 
fendants have  suffered  any  actual  prejudice  by  reason  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  jury  was  made  up.  The  sunamoning 
of  the  talesmen  in  advance  afforded  defendants  an  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  of  any  facts  that  might  have  a  tendency  to 
disqualify  or  render  the  parties  selected  undesirable  jurors, 
which  they  would  not  have  if  action  were  delayed  until  the 
regular  panel  was  exhausted.  We  do  not  think  the  irregu- 
larity, if  such  it  may  be  called,  is  of  suflBcient  moment  to 
warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  Neither  do  we  think 
the  action  taken  by  Judge  O'Neill  was  improper  because 
of  the  absence  of  the  defendants.  The  general  panel  of 
jurors  is  always  selected  without  the  presence  of  the  parties 
they  may  be  called  upon  to  try  for  offenses.     No  very  good 
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reason  is  apparent  why  the  same  rule  should  not  obtain  in 
the  case  of  a  special  venire.  The  presence  of  the  defendants 
when  a  special  venire  is  ordered  does  not  appear  to  be  neces- 
sary in  order  to  secure  a  valid  conviction.  Mabry  v.  State, 
60  Ark.  492,  8  S.  W.  823;  State  v.  Allen,  47  Conn.  121; 
Cobb  V.  State,  27  Ga.  648 ;  Pflweger  v.  State,  46  Neb.  493, 
64  N.  W.  1094.  It  is  true  that  in  some  of  the  cases  cited 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants  were  present,  but,  where  the 
law  requires  the  presence  of  a  defendant  himself,  it  is  very 
doubtful  if  the  requirement  can  be  supplied  by  the  presence 
of  his  counseL  Sec  4669,  Stats.  (1898),  provides  that  no 
judgment  in  a  criminal  case  shall  be  affected  by  reason  of  any 
defect  or  imperfection  as  to  matters  of  form  which  shall  not 
tend  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant.  Sec.  2829,  Stats. 
(1898),  commands  that  this  and  all  other  courts  shall,  "in 
every  stage  of  an  action,  disregard  any  error  or  defect  in  the 
pleadings  or  proceedings  which  shall  not  affect  the  substan- 
tial rights  of  the  adverse  party ;  and  no  judgment  shall  be  re- 
versed or  affected  by  reason  of  such  error  or  defect"  This 
statute  applies  to  criminal  as  well  as  to  civil  actions. 
Odette  V.  State,  90  Wis.  258,  262,  62  K  W.  1054;  Cornell 
V.  Stale,  104  Wis.  627,  633,  80  K  W.  745.  There  is  hardly 
41  suggestion  that  the  defendants  were  prejudiced  in  this  case 
by  the  manner  in  which  the  jury  was  selected,  and  we  con- 
clude that  there  is  no  reversible  error  in  this  regard. 

There  was  but  one  count  in  the  information,  and  that 
charged  the  defendants  jointly  with  having  committed  the 
crime  of  rape.     The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : 

"To  hold  any  two  or  more  of  the  defendants  guilty  of  the 
offense  here  charged,  the  evidence  must  establish  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  that  some  one  of  them  performed  an  act  of 
intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix,  under  the  circumstances 
such  as  constituted  the  crime  of  rape,  and  that  such  others  as 
•are  held  guilty  assisted  him  by  ihe  exercise  of  force,  or 
threats,  or  otherwise,  in  committing  such  particular  act,  or 
procured  him  to  commit  such  act" 
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It  is  urged  that  under  the  information  filed  the  defendants 
could  not  laAvfully  be  convicted  of  aiding  and  abetting,  and 
that  one  of  the  defendants  should  have  been  specifically 
charged  with  the  commission  of  the  crime  of  rape,  and  the 
other  defendants  should  have  been  charged  as  aiders  and 
abettors,  in  order  to  justify  the  charge  of  the  court  or  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty.     Sec.  4613,  Stats.  (1898),  provides  that: 

"Every  person  who  shall  be  aiding  in  the  commission  of 
any  offense  which  shall  be  a  felony  or  who  shall  be  accessory 
thereto  before  the  fact  by  counseling,  hiring  or  otherwise  pro- 
curing such  felony  to  be  committed,  shall  be  punished  in  the^ 
same  manner  as  is,  or  shall  be,  prescribed  for  the  punishment 
of  the  principal  felon." 

An  examination  of  ihe  authorities  convinces  us  that  the 
law  is  well  settled  that  under  an  information  charging  a 
party  as  principal  he  may  be  convicted  on  evidence  showing 
that  he  was  present  and  aided  and  abetted  the  principal  felon 
in  the  commission  of  the  crime,  where  the  punishment  for 
tlie  actual  commission  of  the  offense  and  that  for  aiding  and 
abetting  in  its  commission  are  the  same.     Such  an  informa- 
tion informs  the  party  that  he  has  either  actually  perpetrated 
the  offense  set  forth  or  has  assisted  some  one  else  in  doing 
so,  and  in  either  case  he  is  equally  guilty  and  has  in  fact  com- 
mitted the  offense  charged.     Coram,  v.  Chapman,  11  Cush. 
422 ;  Comm,  v.  Fortune,  105  Mass.  692 ;  People  v.  Chapman,. 
62  Mich.  280,  28  K  W.  896;  Peo/??e  v.  Flynn,  96  Mich.  276, 
55  K  W.  834;  Sfaie  v.  Harris,  150  Mo.  66,  51  S.  W.  481; 
Feople  V.  Batterson,  50  Hun,  44,  2  K  Y.  Supp.  376;  Kes^ 
ler  V.  Comm,  12  Bush,  IS ;  Strang  v.  PeopU,  24  Mich.  1 ;. 
Slate  V.  Comstoch,  46  Iowa,  265 ;  State  v.  Jordan,  110  N*.  O. 
491,  14  S.  E«752;  Dennis  v.  State,  5  Ark.  230;  Reg.  v. 
Crisham,  Carr.  &  M.  187.    The  text-book  writers  with  sub- 
stantial unanimity  lay  down  the  same  rula     1  Russ.  Crimes,. 
230 ;  1  Ency.  PI.  &  Pr.  67 ;  Archb.  Crim.  Prac.  (Pom.  8th 
ed.)  1000  (*304)  ;  22  Cyc  374;  2  Bish.  New  Crim.  Proc 
(4th  ed.)  §  3. 
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The  case  of  Shannon  v.  People,  6  Mich.  71,  cited  by  coun- 
sel for  plaintiflF  in  error,  must  be  considered  overruled  by  the 
subsequent  decisions  of  the  Michigan  court  The  two  New 
York  cases  cited  (People  v.  Dvmar,  106  N.  Y.  502, 13  K  E. 
325,  and  PeopU  v.  Flaherty,  162  N.  Y.  632,  57  N.  E.  73) 
are  not  contrary  to  the  general  current  of  authority  under  con- 
sideratiiHL  In  People  v.  Dumar  the  court  held  as  a  matter  of 
fact  that  the  act  with  which  the  defendant  was  charged  did 
not  amount  to  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  commission  of  the 
offense.  In  People  v.  Flaherty  the  question  we  are  consider- 
ing was  not  before  the  court  and  was  not  decided.  The  case 
of  Stale  V.  Qifford,  19  Wash.  464,  53  Pac.  709,  is  in  point, 
but  is  contrary  to  the  decided  weight  of  authority. 

Error  is  also  predicated  on  the  instruction  quoted  because 
the  court  informed  the  jury  that  it  might  convict  such  of  the 
defendants  as  assisted  in  the  commission  of  the  rape  by  f orca 
or  threats  or  "otherwise,"  or  "procured"  the  commission  of 
the  act.  Objection  is  taken  to  the  use  of  the  word  "other- 
wise." Its  use  was  not  improper  and  was  harmless  in  any 
event  The  attitude  of  the  defendants  might  well  have  been 
such,  at  times,  as  to  have  convinced  the  prosecutrix  that  they 
stood  ready  to  commit  such  acts  of  violence  as  were  necessary 
for  the  accomplishment  of  the  purpose  for  which  they  were 
present,  and  thus  overawed  her  by  their  mere  presence  and 
numbers.  A  defendant  might  well  be  guilty  of  aiding  and 
abetting  without  using  force  or  making  a  threat  We  ap- 
prehend that,  if  he  stood  in  the  roadway  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  warning  of  the  approach  of  some  person  who  might 
be  likely  to  render  assistance,  he  would  be  abetting  in  the 
commission  of  the  crime. 

Exception  is  also  taken  to  the  use  of  the  word  "procured" 
as  used  in  the  instruction.  It  is  urged  that  if  any  of  the  de- 
fendants procured  the  offense  to  be  committed  he  was  an  ac- 
cessory before  the  fact  and  should  have  been  informed  against 
as  such  imder  sec.  4614,  Stats,  (1898).     Conceding  tlio  con- 
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elusion  to  be  correct^  the  premise  is  faulty.  Those  present 
assisting  the  one  who  personally  commits  the  offense  are  aid- 
ers and  abettors  and  are  guilty  as  principals.  Those  who  are 
absent,  but  who  counseled  the  commission  of  the  crime,  are 
accessories  before  the  fact  Bish.  Stat  Crimes,  §  189.  To 
procure  the  commission  of  an  offense  does  not  necessarily 
imply  absence.  Procure  means  to  obtain  by  any  means ;  to 
bring  about  Webst  Diet  It  has  no  different  significance 
in  the  law.  2  Bouv.  Law  Diet  768 ;  Long  v.  State,  23  Neb. 
33,  45,  36  N.  W.  310,  315.  The  court  evidently  used  the 
word  "procure"  as  synonymous  with  "aid"  or  "abet,"  and  the 
jury  could  hardly  have  understood  it  otherwise.  There  was 
no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  any  person  was  guilty  as  an 
accessory  before  the  fact,  as  defined  above,  and  no  testimony 
to  which  this  part  of  the  instruction  could  apply,  if  it  were 
intended  to  reach  absentees  who  counseled  the  commission  of 
the  offense. 

But  the  instruction  is  said  to  be  faulty  for  another  reason. 
There  were  three  series  of  acts  of  intercourse  at  two  differ- 
ent places  between  11  o'clock  at  night  and  1  o'clock  in  the 
morning.  There  is  testimony,  disputed  however,  tending  to 
show  that  all  of  the  defendants  were  not  present  when  any 
one  act  of  intercourse  took  place.  It  is  asserted,  and  in  this 
view  a  majority  of  the  court  concurs,  that  the  entire  trans- 
action as  shown  by  the  testimony  did  not  constitute  a  single 
offense,  but  that  there  was  testimony  tending  to  show  several 
distinct  offenses.  The  vice  of  the  instruction  is  said  to  con- 
sist in  the  fact  that  the  jury  was  authorized  to  return  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty,  though  some  of  the  jurors  believed  the  crime  to 
have  been  committed  on  one  occasion  and  some  on  another, 
and  all  the  jurors  failed  to  agree  on  any  one  particular  of- 
fense. This  objection,  if  well  taken,  is  fatal  if  the  rule  in 
BoUt  V.  State,  72  Wis.  7,  14,  38  N.  W.  177,  is  adhered  to, 
and  we  have  no  desire  to  overrule  that  case.  We  by  no 
means  agree  with  counsel's  interpretation  of  the  instruction. 
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It  is  fair  to  presume  that  the  jury  took  the  law  as  the  court 
gave  it,  and  followed  the  instructions  of  the  judge.  By  this 
particular  instruction  the  jury  was  advised  that,  in  order  to 
convict  two  or  more  of  the  defendants,  it  should  find,  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  (1)  that  some  one  of  the  defendants  per- 
formed an  act  of  intercourse  under  such  circumstances  that 
it  constituted  the  crime  of  rape;  and  (2)  that  such  others  as 
are  held  guilty  assisted  him  in  the  performance  of  such  act 
by  the  exercise  of  force  and  threats  and  such  like.  Clearly 
by  this  language  the  jury  was  told  that  all  jurors  must  be 
agreed  upon  some  particular  act,  or  otherwise  it  must  acquit 
The  defendants  were  probably  entitled  to  have  the  state 
elect  upon  what  particular  act  it  relied  to  secure  a  conviction. 
ComeU  V.  State,  104  Wis.  527,  80  N.  W.  745;  State  v. 
Pruitt,  202  Mo.  49,  100  S.  W.  431,  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ann. 
Cas.  654.  They  not  only  failed  to  request  that  such  an  elec- 
tion be  made,  but  asked  for  the  following  instruction: 

"If  the  jury  should  find  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that 
no  rape  was  committed,  either  at  the  first  place  the  first  time, 
or  at  the  second  place,  yet  should  find  that  a  rape  was  com- 
mitted at  the  first  place  the  last  time,  near  the  grove  or 
clump  of  trees  referred  to,  then  in  that  case  they  can  only 
convict  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  actually  present  at 
said  last-named  place  and  at  that  time,  and  whom  the  jury, 
upon  the  whole  evidence  to  a  moral  certainty  and  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  find  to  have  had  sexual  inteifcourse  with  the 
prosecutrix  at  the  last-mentioned  place." 

This  instruction  was  refused,  and  it  is  argued  that  such  re- 
fusal was  error.  The  instruction  was  properly  refused  be- 
cause it  was  not  correct  in  its  entirety  as  a  proposition  of  law. 
If  given,  only  those  who  had  sexual  intercourse  VTith  the 
prosecutrix  could  have  been  convicted.  It  excluded  convict 
tion  for  aiding  and  abetting.  Excluding  the  erroneous  por- 
tion of  the  charge  requested,  the  remainder  was  substantially 
given  in  the  general  charge.  The  request,  however,  is  im- 
portant in  that  it  shows  that  no  election  was  requested,  and 
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that  defendants  consented/as  far  as  they  might,  to  the  sub- 
mission of  the  case  to  the  jury  in  the  way  it  was  submitted. 
This  court  has  been  liberal  in  holding  tliat  defendants  in 
criminal  actions  may  waive  many  things  upon  which  they 
have  the  right  to  insist,  if  they  elect  so  to  do.  Cornell  v. 
State,  snpra;  Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627,  78  K  W.  145 ; 
Miller  v.  State,  25  Wis.  884;  Williams  v.  State,  61  Wis.  281, 
292,  21  N.  W.  56.  If  the  right  to  require  an  election  existed 
it  was  waived. 

Still  another  objection  is  made  to  the  charge  quoted.  It 
is  said  that  under  it  the  jury  might  not  be  agreed  as  to  who 
perfonned  the  act  of  intercourse  and  was  therefore  principal 
in  the  first  degree,  and  who  were  guilty  as  principals  in  the 
second  degree  by  reason  of  the  aid  given  toward  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  rape.  Inasmuch  as  the  offense  in  either  case 
is  the  same,  there  are  decisions  which  hold  that  it  is  not  error 
to  submit  the  case  as  it  is  claimed  it  was  here  submitted. 
People  V.  Flynn,  96  Mich.  276,  55  K  W.  834;  State 
v.  Handy  (Del.)  66  Atl.  336.  Under  the  information  charg- 
ing the  defendants  with  having  jointly  committed  the  crime 
of  rape  the  trial  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendants 
could  only  be  convicted  of  one  offense,  in  which  all  must  par- 
ticipate who  were  found  guilty.  There  is  authority  to  sup- 
port the  view  of  the  court.  1  Bish.  New  Crim.  Law,  §  802 ; 
O'Cormell  v.  Beg.  11  Clark  &  Fin.  155.  If  erroneous, 
it  was  favorable  to  the  defendants,  so  they  have  no  cause  for 
complaint  If  the  jury  followed  the  direction  of  the  court  it 
must  have  agreed  that  some  single  act  of  intercourse  was  per- 
formed by  some  defendant  under  circumstances  such  as  to 
make  his  crime  that  of  rape,  and  it  must  have  found  that  the 
other  defendants  aided  him  in  the  commission  of  that  partic- 
ular act  This  method  of  procedure  necessitated  the  jury's 
agreeing  upon  some  act  at  which  it  believed  all  the  defend- 
ants wore  present,  and,  it  would  seem,  necessitated  its  agree- 
ment upon  some  one  person  as  principal  in  the  first  d^ree. 
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Having  agreed  upon  the  particular  act  of  intercourse  which 
constituted  the  crime,  there  could  be  little  room  for  conjec- 
ture upon  the  testimony  as  to  who  actually  did  the  act  and 
who  assisted  him.  So,  when  the  court  told  the  jury  that  it 
must  agree  that  some  one  of  the  defendants  performed  an  ao^ 
of  intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix  imder  circumstances 
which  made  the  act  rape,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  jury  was 
at  liberty  imder  the  instruction  to  arrive  at  different  conclu- 
sions as  to  the  identity  of  such  party.  The  words  "some 
one"  aB  used  in  the  charge  are  not  equivalent  to  saying 
"either^'  or  "any  one,"  but  rather  mean  a  particular  person, 
taking  such  words  in  the  connection  in  which  they  occur. 

In  reference  to  what  a  person  must  do  in  order  to  be  guilty 
•of  the  crime  of  rape  as  an  aider  and  abettor  the  court  charged 
the  jury  as  follows: 

"In  order  to  render  himself  so  responsible  he  must  himself 
in  some  way  aid  or  assist  the  other  in  overpowering  the  fe- 
male, or  in  effecting  a  particular  act  of  intercourse  imder 
'Circumstances  such  as  to  make  such  act  rape." 

It  is  argued  that  this  instruction  is  erroneous  because  the 
jury  was  not  informed  that  the  person  aiding  or  abetting  must 
be  actively  or  constructively  present  at  the  commission  of 
the  offense.  It  is  true  the  word  "present"  was  not  used  by 
the  court,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  an  absentee  could  as- 
sist the  principal  felon  in  overpowering  the  female  or  in 
effecting  the  act  of  intercourse  which  constituted  the  crime. 
The  language  of  the  charge  complained  of,  considering  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  was  neither  misleading  nor  prejudicial 
to  the  defendants. 

When  the  witness  Arthur  Sayles  appeared  upon  the  scone 
and  the  defendants  scattered  he  had  some  conversation  with 
the  prosecutrix.  He  testified  on  the  trial,  under  objection, 
that  he  asked  her  if  fhey  had  done  anything  to  her  which 
they  ought  not  to  have  done,  and  that  she  replied,  "My  God, 
1  don't  know  what  thev  didn't  do."     Mrs.  William  Catlin 
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testified  to  tlie  same  conversation,  also  under  objection.  Mrs,. 
Catlin  was  also  permitted  to  testify  under  objection  that 
while  she  was  proceeding  in  the  buggy  from  the  place  where 
the  prosecutrix  was  found  to  the  Lempke  house  she  asked  her 
why  she  did  not  yell,  to  which  she  replied,  "I  didn't  dare." 
It  is  asserted  that  this  testimony  was  hearsay  and  self-serving 
and  should  have  been  excluded.  Considering  the  condition 
in  which  the  evidence  showed  the  prosecutrix  to  be  when, 
found,  and  the  short  time  that  elapsed  between  her  discovery 
by  the  witness  and  the  making  of  the  statement,  and  the  sur- 
rounding conditions,  the  testimony  was  receivable  as  part  of 
the  res  gestce.  Were  it  otherwise,  it  is  not  of  sufficient  mo- 
ment to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 

An  article  was  published  in  the  Milwaukee  Free  Press- 
giving  what  was  claimed  to  be  a  very  distorted  account  of  the 
affair  and  one  which  it  is  claimed  greatly  exaggerated  the 
facts  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendants.  The  witness 
Arthur  Sayles  testified  that  he  wrote  the  matter  up  for  the- 
Milwaukee  Free  Press,  but  denied  that  the  article  was  pub- 
lished as  he  wrote  it  The  defendants  sought  to  introduce 
in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  newspaper  in  question  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  bias  on  the  part  of  the  witness  and  of  other- 
wise impeaching  his  testimony.  The  evidence  was  excluded 
by  the  court.  In  view  of  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness 
that  the  article  was  not  written  by  him  as  published,  and 
there  being  no  testimony  in  the  case  to  show  that  his  evidence 
in  this  regard  was  not  correct^  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  ex- 
cluding it  was  right. 

Two  other  errors  are  assigned  on  the  admission  of  evidence,. 
but  we  regard  them  as  being  too  trifling  and  inconsequential 
to  merit  special  attention. 

The  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if  it  should 
find  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  not  guilty  of  rape,  it 
might  find  such  defendants  guilty  of  fornication  if  convinced 
of  their  guilt  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt    The  instruction  was- 
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refused.  The  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  regard  was  correct 
State  V.  Shear,  51  Wis.  460,  8  N.  W.  287. 

The  court  was  likewise  requested  to  charge  the  jury  that 
it  might  find  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  not  guilty  of 
rape  guilty  of  assault  and  battery,  provided  such  offense  was 
proven  to  its  satisfaction  and  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
This  request  was  likewise  denied.  It  would  have  been  en- 
tirely proper  to  have  given  this  instruction,  but  the  refusal  so 
to  do  was  not  error.  Eempton  v.  State,  111  Wis.  127,  86 
N.  W.  596;  Murphy  v.  State,  108  Wis.  112,  83  K  W.  1112. 

Instructions  were  requested  with  reference  to  the  "pre- 
sumption of  innocence,"  ^Tburden  of  proof,"  and  "reasonable 
doubt"  These  subjects  were  adequately  and  fairly  covered 
in  the  general  charge. 

Some  other  requests  to  charge  were  made  and  refused. 
The  subjects  embraced  in  such  requests  were  either  covered 
by  the  general  charge  or  related  to  mere  evidentiary  matters, 
and  were  properly  refused.  They  were  not  considered  by 
counsel  to  be  of  sufficient  moment  to  warrant  discussion  in 
their  brief  or  at  the  bar. 

The  district  attorney,  in  explaining  why  the  witness  Will- 
iam Catlin  did  not  go  out  of  his  house  to  assist  the  prosecu- 
trix, stated,  "He  did  not  have  any  gim  in  the  house."  An  ob- 
jection was  made  to  this  remark  and  it  was  withdrawn.  The 
statement  was  not  justified  by  any  evidence  in  ihe  case  and 
was  improper.  The  district  attorney  also  stated,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  defendants  testified  that  they  had  connection 
with  the  prosecutrix  eight  times  in  an  hour.  On  objection 
being  made  to  this  remark  the  court  stated  to  the  jury  that  it 
would  recall  the  testimony  and  not  take  counseFs  statement 
on  either  side  for  what  it  was.  The  statement  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  acts  of  intercourse  admitted  by  the  defendants  was 
correct,  but  the  time  within  which  they  occurred  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  accurately  stated.  The  matter  of  time  was 
not  of  any  great  moment,  and,  in  view  of  the  caution  given 
Vol.  138  -  22 
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by  the  court  to  the  jury,  the  statement  was  harmless.  Com- 
menting on  the  testimony  of  Edward  Wensel  the  district  at- 
torney said:  "There  was  a  man  that  was  the  most  disrep- 
utable, dirty  pup  of  a  liar  that  ever  went  on  the  witness 
stAnd.  He  came  to  my  oflSce  there  and — ^^  At  this  point  he 
was  interrupted  by  the  defendants'  counsel  objecting  to  what 
Mr.  Wensel  said  to  him  in  his  office  unless  it  is  evidence.  No 
objection  seems  to  have  been  taken  to  the  statement  that  Wen- 
sel was  a  "liar*'  and  a  "pup,"  but  objection  was  taken  to  the 
action  of  the  district  attorney  in  attempting  to  state  wliat 
Wensel  told  him  in  his  office.  It  was  entirely  competent  and 
proper  for  the  district  attorney  to  allude  to  that  conversa- 
tion, if  he  proposed  to  state  it  correctly,  and  we  must  assume 
that  he  did.     Wensel  testified : 

"I  was  subpoenaed  in  this  case  at  the  time  of  the  prelimi- 
nary examination.  In  the  district  attorneys  office  at  that 
time  I  said,  in  the  presence  of  the  district  attorney  and  the 
sheriff,  that  I  had  never  had  connection  with  Anna  Engel- 
bretson  in  my  life.  I  said  that  I  did  not  know  Anna  Engel- 
bretson,  had  never  heard  any  talk  about  her,  and  that,  as  far 
as  I  knew  her,  she  was  a  decent,  respectable  girl." 

In  view  of  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness  on  the  trial, 
to  the  effect  that  he  knew  the  prosecutrix  and  had  had  sexual 
intercourse  with  her  before  the  occurrence  of  the  alleged 
rape,  it  was  proper  for  the  district  attorney  to  comment  on 
this  statement  which  he  admitted  making,  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  his  credibility.  We  cannot  approve  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  district  attorney  in  characterizing  the  witness, 
even  if  he  believed  it  to  be  true^  but  no  exception  was  taken 
to  that 

The  district  attorney  also  made  the  foUovdng  statement: 
"And  if  that  was  your  or  my  girl,  you  wouldn't  have  waited 
to  have  a  trial  in  court"  And  again:  "The  people  of  the 
country,  from  coast  to  coast,  are  watdiing  this  case,  and  when 
they  have  another  case  like  this  they  will  have  a  lynching 
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bee.*'     In  reference  to  the  foregoing  the  court  said  to  the 
jury: 

"I  think  that  statement  of  the  district  attorney  is  improper. 
You  will  decide  this  case  according  to  the  evidence  which  has 
been  introduced  here.  If  the  evidence  shows  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt  that  the  offense  of  rape  has  been  committed  by 
any  of  these  defendants  as  explained  to  you  by  the  court,  you 
will  find  them  guilty ;  but  if  their  guilt  is  not  so  established 
you  will  acquit  them,  and  do  so,  of  course,  without  regard  to 
some  other  case  or  without  regard  to  the  future." 

The  remarks  of  the  district  attorney  last  quoted  are  sub- 
ject to  just  animadversion  and  are  reprehensible.  The  case 
was  one  well  calculated  to  excite  prejudice,  and  for  this  rea- 
son, if  for  no  other,  a  reasonable  degree  of  caution  should  be 
exercised  in  presenting  the  case  to  the  jury.  Considerable 
latitude  must  be  allowed  counsel  in  arguing  cases,  and  it  is 
only  when  this  court  is  satisfied  that  the  jury  has  not  been 
suflSciently  instructed  by  the  court  to  disregard  such  remarks, 
or  they  appear  to  be  so  flagrant  that  they  must  have  been 
prejudicial  notwithstanding  any  admonition  that  may  have 
been  given  by  the  court,  that  a  judgment  should  be  reversed 
because  of  them.  Were  it  not  for  the  admonition  of  the  court 
m  reference  to  the  last  statement  made,  it  would  have  been 
reversible  error  under  the  decision  in  Ovizman  v.  Clancy, 
114  Wis.  589,  597,  90  K  W.  1081,  and  cases  there  cited. 

On  the  whole,  we  think  the  charge  of  the  trial  court,  as 
well  as  his  conduct  of  the  trial,  was  eminently  fair  toward 
the  defendants,  and  that  no  prejudicial  error  was  committed. 

By  the  Oowrt. — Judgment  affirmed. 

Dodge,  J.,  dissents. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  March  9,  1909. 
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Meo,  Kespondent,  vs.  CincAao  &  Northwestern  Eallway 
Company,  Appellant 

January  G—March  9,  1909. 

Railroads:  Injury  to  employee:  Negligence  of  co-employee:  "Bfefc 
peculiar  to  the  operation  of  railroads.** 

While  a  section  gang.  Including  plaintiff,  was  engaged  in  unload- 
ing, from  a  handcar  standing  on  a  main  track,  old  rails  which 
they  had  removed  from  the  roadbed  some  distance  away  and 
had  transported  on  the  car  to  the  place  of  unloading,  plaintiff 
was  injured  by  a  rail  which  was  suddenly  dropped  or  thrown 
to  the  ground  by  his  fellow-servants.  Held,  that  the  Injury  was 
one  arising  "from  a  risk  or  hazard  peculiar  to  the  operation  of 
railroads,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  as 
amended  by  ch.  44S,  Laws  of  1903,  making  a  railroad  company 
liable  for  such  Injuries  even  though  caused  by  negligence  of 
fellow-servants. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Kenosha 
county:  E.  B.  Belden,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed, 

Action  for  personal  injuries.  A  section  gang,  of  which 
plaintiff  was  a  member,  having  been  engaged  in  replacing  old 
rails  at  some  distance  south  of  Kenosha,  loaded  the  old  rails 
upon  a  handcar  and  transported  them  to  Kenosha,  and,  with 
the  handcar  standing  upon  the  main  track,  were  engaged  in 
removing  the  rails  to  the  ground;  plaintiff  standing  astride 
of  the  west  rail  of  the  railroad  track  in  order  to  lift  and 
move  the  rail  in  question.  The  latter  was  suddenly  dropped 
or  thrown  to  the  ground,  whether  with  or  without  the  cus- 
tomary command  by  the  foreman  is  in  dispute.  It  fell  upon 
the  plaintiff's  foot,  causing  injury.  The  jury  found  (1)  that 
the  defendant's  foreman  did  not  negligently  fail  to  warn 
the  plaintiff  that  the  rail  was  about  to  be  thrown ;  (2)  defend- 
ant did  not  negligently  fail  to  furnish  sufficient  number  of 
men  to  properly  handle  the  rail;  (3)  plaintiff's  injury  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servants  in  handling 
the  rail  in  question;  (4)  such  negligence  was  the  proximate 
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cause  of  the  injury;  (5)  no  contributory  negligence;  and 
(6)  damages.  After  motions  for  the  amendment  of  the  ver- 
dict and  judgment  for  the  defendant  the  court  entered  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff^  from  which  the  defendant  appeals. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  briefs  of 
Edtvard  M.  Hyzer. 

M.  O.  0*Donnell,  for  the  respondent 

Dodge,  J.  The  first  contention  to  the  effect  that  no  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  plaintiff's  fellow-servants  was  shown 
must  be  overruled.  The  whole  situation  was  before  the  jury, 
including  plaintiff's  position  of  peril.  The  question  whether 
the  men  dropped  the  rail  before  the  usual  command  had  been 
given  them  was  in  conflict,  and  the  inference  whether  the  state 
of  facts  as  found  by  the  jury  was  such  as  to  constitute  negli- 
gence was  one  about  which  we  think  reasonable  minds  might 
differ. 

It  is  urged  that  the  injury  is  not  within  the  description 
of  sec  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  as  amended  by  cL  448,  Laws  of 
1903,  then  in  force,  namely,  one  arising  from  a  risk  or  hazard 
peculiar  to  the  operation  of  railroads.  We  can  discover  no 
distinction  in  that  regard  from  the  situation  presented  in 
Hardt  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  130  Wis.  512,  522,  110  K 
W.  427,  and  consider  the  discussion  in  that  case  entirely  ap- 
plicable to  this.  The  work  in  progress  was  transportation, 
one  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  railroad  business. 
Chicago,  K.  &  F.  JB.  Co.  v.  Pontius,  157  U.  S.  209,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  585.  The  circumstances  under  which  it  was  done,  with 
necessity  for  haste  from  threat  of  frequent  passing  trains, 
and  the  embarrassment  of  standing  ground  by  rails  and  ties, 
bring  it  fully  within  any  fair  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
statute.      , 

By  the  Court. — Judgm^it  affirmed. 

Mabsiiall,  J.,  dissents. 
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Yezick,  Appellant,  vs.  Chicago  Bbass  Company,  Respond- 
ent. 

January  8— March  9,  1909. 

Master  and  servant:  Injury:  Dangerous  working  place:  Evidence: 
Assumption  of  risk, 

1.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  helper  In  a  brass  foundry,  alleged 

to  have  been  caused  by  a  defect  In  the  platform  on  which  he 
was  working,  the  evidence  is  held  to  establish,  contrary  to  the 
verdict  of  the  Jury,  that  the  platform  was  reasonably  safe  when 
he  went  to  work  on  the  morning  of  the  accident,  and  not  to 
show  any  negligence  or  failure  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant in  respect  to  keeping  it  safe. 

2.  If,  after  plaintiff  began  work  on  the  platform  on  the  morning  in 

question,  the  boards  thereof  were  burned  or  became  displaced 
so  as  to  render  the  place  dangerous,  the  defect  or  danger  being 
as  readily  discoverable  by  him  as  by  any  other  person  in  de- 
fendant's employ,  he  must  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of 
injury. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circnit  court  for  Kenosha 
oounty :  E.  B.  Bex-den,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  The  de- 
fendant operated  a  brass  foundry  at  Kenosha,  Wisconsin.  In 
the  foundry  the  metal  pots  and  crucibles  for  melting  the  brass 
were  placed  in  a  row  containing  thirty-two  pots.  Four  cranes 
were  provided  for  handling  the  pots  of  molten  metal,  each 
crane  being  expected  to  handle  eight  of  the  pots.  The  divi- 
sions of  the  pots  made  by  the  cranes  were  designated  as 
"floors"  among  those  working  in  the  foundry.  Tbe  metal 
pots  are  somewhat  larger  than  an  ordinary  water  pail  and  are 
placed  about  two  feet  apart  In  front  of  the  row  of  pots  is  a 
platform  about  four  feet  wide  supported  by  a  framework  of 
iron.  The  part  of  the  platform  in  front  of  the  first  floor  of 
pots  was  made  of  strips  of  sheet  iron.  The  remainder  of  the 
platform  was  made  of  loose  pine  boards  resting  on  the  iron 
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framework.  The  ashes  and  cinders  from  the  fires  under  the 
crucibles  are  removed  and  placed  in  an  ash  pit  underneath 
the  platform.  For  doing  this  work  the  loose  boards  are  re- 
moved from  the  platform,  and  after  the  ashes  have  been  rer 
moved  the  boards  are  replaced  upon  the  iron  framework. 
Hot  cinders  and  bits  of  fire  are  sometimes  carried  from  the 
fires  which  are  about  the  iron  pots  containing  the  brass  when 
these  pots  are  raised  from  the  crucibles  with  the  cranes  in 
order  to  pour  the  molten  metal  into  molds,  and  these  hot  cin- 
ders and  bits  of  fire  at  times  drop  onto  the  pine  boards  and 
set  them  afire.  The  molten  metal  is  sometimes  spilled  upon 
the  boards  and  sets  fire  to  them.  These  fires  are  extinguished 
by  the  workmen  with  water  standing  near  in  pails. 

The  iron  pots  have  metal  covers  which  slide  back  and  forth. 
An  iron  rod  with  a  bent  end  to  be  placed  in  a  hole  in  a  pro- 
jecting knob  on  these  metal  covers  is  provided  for  pushing 
back  the  covers  to  determine  the  condition  of  the  brass  in  the 
pots.  The  workers  are  more  or  less  accustomed  to  push  off 
the  covers  by  a  kick  upon  these  knobs.  A  caster  and  one  or 
two  helpers  are  engaged  on  each  floor  of  pots.  Plaintiff  was 
a  helper  when  he  was  injured.  The  defendant  had  provided 
a  carpenter  for  replacing  the  boards  which  might  be  burned 
or  otherwise  damaged.  Defects  were  reported  by  the  caster 
and  transmitted  to  the  carpenter. 

Plaintiff  when  he  was  injured  was  kicking  or  pushing  off 
the  cover  of  one  of  the  pots  on  the  third  floor  in  order  to  de- 
termine whether  the  metal  was  ready  for  pouring.  In  doing 
this  the  board  under  his  left  foot  tipped  or  broke.  His  left 
foot  went  into  the  ashes  under  the  platform  and  his  right  foot 
was  plunged  into  the  pot  of  molten  metal,  causing  the  injuries 
for  which  he  seeks  damages.  The  injury  was  sustained  be- 
t^'een  8  and  9  o'clock  on  a  Monday  morning.  The  plaintiff 
had  been  at  work  for  something  over  four  hours.  The  evi- 
dence showed  that  on  the  previous  Saturday  evening,  between 
the  hours  of  9  and  11,  the  platform  had  been  left  in  repair 


844         SUPREME  COUKT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Mab. 
Yezick  v.  Chicago  Braas  Co.  138  Wis.  342. 

by  the  carpenter  and  had  been  swept  and  inspected  by  the 
caster  who  had  charge  of  the  pots  on  floor  3  and  by  him  found 
sound. 

The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  had  negligently  permit- 
ted a  defect  to  exist  in  the  platform  and  that  it  had  existed 
for  a  suiBciently  long  time  for  the  defendant  in  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  to  have  repaired  it  Plaintiff  was  found  to 
have  been  free  from  contributory  negligence.  The  court 
granted  defendant's  motion  for  judgment  notwithstanding 
the  verdict,  holding  that  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  the 
defendant  was  negligent  as  charged,  and  that^  if  the  floor  was 
defective  and  unsafe,  the  plaintiff  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary- 
care  knew  it  or  ought  to  have  known  it  This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  judgment  so  ordered. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Calvin  Stewart  and 
WaMace  IngaUs,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Ingalls, 
*    For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Harper  &  Mc- 
Myrni,  attorneys,  and  Peter  Fisher,  of  coimsel,  and  oral  ar- 
gument by  R.  N.  McMynru 

SiEBECKER,  J.  The  plaintiff's  objection  to  the  dismissal 
of  his  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  defendant's  liability  was 
not  established,  presents,  first,  the  inquiry :  Does  the  evidence 
tend  to  show  that  the  defendant  negligently  omitted  to  fur- 
nish plaintiff  a  safe  place  in  which  to  work  ?  It  is  contended 
that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  support  the  claim  that  the 
floor  on  which  plaintiff  worked  at  the  time  of  injury  was  de- 
fective and  unsafe.  This  claim  calls  for  consideration  of  de- 
fendant's duty  to  provide  a  reasonably  safe  place  for  plaintiff 
to  work  in  the  double  aspect  of  its  duty  to  furnish  him  such 
a  place  when  he  was  first  put  at  work  and  its  duty  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  to  maintain  the  safety  of  this  place  during  the 
time  he  continued  to  occupy  it  in  the  course  of  his  service. 

"A  reasonably  safe  working  place  having  been  furnished 
the  servant^  the  aK^olute  duty  in  that  regard  is  satisfied. 
Then  becomes  active  tlic  secondary  duty  to  exercise  ordinary 
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care  to  preserve  for  the  servant  the  reasonably  safe  condition 
of  his  working  place.  In  case  of  its  becoming  unsafe  dur- 
ing the  course  of  his  employment,  and  the  servant  receiving 
an  injury  thereby  before  the  master  has  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  the  danger  or  has  reasonable  opportunity  to  ob- 
tain such  knowledge,  and  reasonable  opportunity  to  remedy 
the  danger,  he  is  not  liable.'*  Howard  v.  Beldenville  L.  Co. 
129  Wis.  98,  108  N.  W.  48. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  before  us,  the  first 
inquiry  is:  Was  the  working  place  furnished  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant  a  reasonably  safe  one  when  he  went  to  work  on  the 
morning  of  the  Monday  on  which  he  was  injured  %  Upon  this 
subject  we  have  the  positive  testimony  of  the  carpenter  that 
he  examined  the  floors  on  Saturday  and  found  them  in  good 
repair,  that  of  the  caster  who  swept  and  cleaned  floor  No.  3 
and  observed  that  it  was  in  good  condition,  and  that  of  an- 
other caster  that  he  cleaned  the  floor  adjoining  the  one  com- 
plained of  at  9  o'clock  that  night  and  then  passed  over  the 
one  in  question  and  observed  that  it  was  in  the  condition  in 
which  it  had  been  usually  used.  Other  witnesses  testified  to 
the  same  effect  It  also  appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
working  on  these  floors,  knew  of  what  material  they  were 
made,  how  the  boards  were  placed  over  the  ash  pit,  and  that 
they  lay  loose  on  the  iron  framework.  On  the  morning  when 
he  went  to  work  he  could  see  and  observe  it  and  saw  nothing 
that  indicated  a  defect.  The  only  evidence  relied  on  to  war* 
rant  an  inference  that  the  floor  was  not  safe  when  plaintiff 
went  to  work  on  Monday  morning  is  plaintiff's  statement  that 
hQ  heard  the  sound  of  a  breaking  board  when  he  fell,  and  that 
of  anodier  witness  who  states  that,  when  he  looked  at  the  place 
immediately  after  the  plaintiff  fell,  he  saw  that  one  board 
was  tipped.  The  plaintiff's  statement  that  he  heard  the  noise 
of  a  breaking  board  cannot  be  held  to  show  that  the  board  was 
defective  and  broke,  because  the  direct  testimony  of  all  who 
saw  the  board  thereafter  is  that  they  found  that  it  was  not 
broken  and  that  it  was  in  its  place.  This  evidence,  therefore, 
is  too  vague,  uncertain,  and  speculative  to  i)ennit  of  an  infer- 
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ence  that  the  place  was  not  safe,  as  to  the  strength  of  the 
boards,  when  the  plaintiff  went  to  work  in  the  morning.  The 
statement  that  the  board  was  tipped  is  not  evidence  that  it 
was  defective,  for  it  appears  that  all  of  the  boards  over  the 
ash  pit  were  loose  and  could  be  turned  up.  There  is  no  claim 
that  the  manner  in  which  this  floor  was  constructed  consti- 
tuted a  defect,  and,  as  was  shown,  it  was  constructed  in  that 
way  to  enable  defendant  to  empty  the  ash  pits  underneath. 
The  evidence  therefore  established  that  the  defendant  fur- 
nished the  plaintiff  a  reasonably  safe  place  when  he  started 
work  on  Monday  morning. 

The  inquiry  then  arises :  Did  defendant  exercise  reasonable 
care  to  preserve  plaintiff's  working  place  in  a  reasonably  safe 
condition  during  the  time  he  worked  on  the  floor  on  Monday 
morning  before  he  was  injured  ?  It  is  urged  that>  if  the  place 
was  safe  when  the  plaintiff  began  working  Monday  morning, 
the  evidence  tends  to  show  that  it  became  dangerous  during 
the  time  it  was  being  used  that  morning  in  prosecuting  de- 
fendant's business,  and  that  the  defendant  was  negligent  in 
not  ascertaining  its  dangerous  condition  and  in  not  repairing 
it  before  the  injury.  The  trial  court  held  that  there  was  no 
evidence  tending  to  show  defendant  negligent  in  this  respect, 
and  we  find  no  evidential  facts  tending  to  support  this  con- 
tention. The  defendant's  representatives,  charged  with  mak- 
ing repair  of  any  defects  which  might  arise  during  the  work- 
ing hours,  were  not  informed  or  notified  before  the  accident 
happened,  by  the  casters  or  plaintiff,  of  any  defects  in  this 
floor  which,  it  is  claimed,  had  arisen  during  the  progress  of 
the  work  during  the  morning.  Nor  is  there  evidence  that 
they  carelessly  omitted  to  observe  such  defects  or  to  give  them 
proper  attention  during  this  period.  Under  such  circum- 
stances defendant's  conduct  is  free  from  the  chai^  of  having 
negligently  omitted  performance  of  the  duty  to  maintain  a 
i«afe  working  place  for  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  asserted  with  confidence  that  the  court  erred  in  hold- 
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ing  that  if  the  place  became  unsafe  through  defendant's  neg- 
ligence -while  the  plaintiff  was  at  work,  then  he  ifl  precluded 
from  recovery  because  the  defect  was  one  obviously  within  his 
view  and  observation  and  he  assumed  the  risks  incident 
thereto.  Tt  seems  clear  that  if,  after  plaintiff  began  work, 
the  boards  were  burned  or  became  displaced  on  the  iron 
framework  so  as  to  render  the  place  defective  and  dangerous, 
then  this  state  of  things  would  be  as  readily  observed  by  the^ 
plaintiff  as  by  any  other  person  engaged  in  the  service.  The 
place  was  within  his  constant  view  and  had  been  used  by  him 
continuously.  As  stated  by  the  trial  court  in  passing  opin- 
ion on  this  point : 

*^An  employee  cannot  .  .  .  close  his  eyes  and  senses  to- 
dangers  that  are  obvious  or  which,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  are  discoverable,  and  then,  when  injured,  claim  immu- 
nity from  responsibility." 

It  is  manifest  that  if  a  defect  such  as  is  complained  of  ex- 
isted, it  was  as  readily  discoverable  by  the  plaintiff  as  by  any 
other  person  in  defendant's  employ.  Under  these  conditions 
the  plaintiff  must  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  injury 
and  he  cannot  recover  against  the  defendant.  Relyea  v.  Tom- 
ahawJe  P.  &  P.  Co.  110  Wis.  307,  85  K  W.  960;  Grams  v. 
C.  Eeiss  C.  Co.  125  Wis.  1,  102  K  W.  686;  StorJe  v.  Charles- 
Stolper  C.  Co.  127  Wis.  318,  106  K  W.  841;  BaJiles  v.  J. 
TTiompsoTh  &  Sons  Mfg.  Co.  137  Wis.  506,  118  N.  W.  350. 

The  court  properly  awarded  judgment  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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Gat,  by  guardian  dd  litem.  Respondent^  vs.  Milwaukee 
Eleoteic  Railway  &  Light  Company,  Appellant 

January  9— March  9,  1909. 

'Street  railways:  Injury  to  passenger:  Special  verdict:  SujSflciency: 
Inference  of  negligence  from  accident:  Excessive  damages, 

1.  Findings  that  the  controller  on  an  electric  car  was  defective  and 

out  of  repair  at  the  time  of  an  accident  causing  Injury  to  a 
passenger,  that  the  company  had  knowledge  or  ought  to  have 
known  of  such  defective  condition,  and  that  "such  negligence" 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  Injury,  do  not  amount  to  a  find- 
ing of  negligence.  In  the  absence  of  any  finding  that  the  defect 
had  existed  for  such  length  of  time  that  the  company  might 
have  repaired  it  before  the  accident. 

2.  An  affirmative  answer  to  the  disjunctive  question,  Did  the  de- 

fendant know  or  ought  it  to  have  known  of  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  controller?  is  not  a  sufficient  finding  of  either  fact 

•3.  An  Inference  of  negligence  arising,  under  the  doctrine  of  res  ipsa 
loquitur,  from  the  explosion  or  blowing  out  of  the  controller 
on  an  electric  street  car  is  held  to  have  been  met  and  overcome 
in  this  case  by  evidence  showing,  among  other  things,  that  such 
an  accident  might  happen  without  any  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  street  railway  company. 

4.  In  an  action  for  Injuries  to  a  passenger  on  a  street  car  who  was 
alleged  to  have  suffered  concussion  of  the  spine,  nervous  shock, 
etc.,  it  being  found  by  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  not  perma- 
nently Injured,  an  award  of  $3,000  damages  is  held  excessive. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  La  whence  W.  Halsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Re- 
versed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  plaintiff  on  account 
of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  The  jury  returned  the 
following  verdict: 

"(1)  Was  the  plaintiff,  while  a  passenger  on  defendant's 
car,  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1903,  injured?  A.  (by  con- 
sent of  counsel  and  direction  of  the  court.)  Yes. 

"(2)  Was  the  apparatus  known  as  the  'controller'  on  the 
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car  in  question,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  defective  and  out 
of  repair?    A.  Yes. 

"(3)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  question  in  the  aflSrma- 
tive,  then  answer  this  question,  otherwise  not:  Did  the  defend- 
ant company  have  knowledge  of  the  defective  condition  of  the 
controller,  or  ought  it  to  have  known  of  such  defective  condi- 
tion?   A.  Yes. 

"(4)  Was  the  motorman  operating  said  car  negligent  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties  as  motorman  ?    A,  No. 

"(5)  If  you  answer  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  ques- 
tions, or  either  of  ihem,  'Yes,*  then  answer  this  question: 
Was  such  negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintifiPs  in- 
jury?   A.  Yes. 

"  (6)  Was  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  any  want  of  ordinary  care 
which  proximately  contributed  to  her  injury?    A.  No. 

"(7)  Is  plaintiff  now  suffering  from  a  diseased  heart? 
A.  Yes. 

"(8)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  question  in  the  aflSrma- 
tive,  then  answer  this  question,  otherwise  not:  Was  such  dis- 
eased condition  of  the  heart  caused  by  the  injury  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  and  place  in  question  ?     A,  No. 

^'(9)  Is  the  plaintiff  suffering  from  traumatic  neurosis? 
A.  Yes. 

"(10)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  question  in  the  affirma- 
tive, then  answer  this  one,  otherwise  not:  Was  such  traumatio 
neurosis  caused  by  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  a;fc 
the  time  and  place  in  question  ?    A.  No. 

"(11)  Was  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  and  place  in  question  the  inciting  cause  of  the  disease 
or  the  inability  of  which  shd  now  complains  ?    A.  No. 

"(12)  If  the  court  should  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaint- 
iff is  entitled  to  recover,  in  what  sum  do  you  assess  her  dam- 
ages?   A.  $3,000." 

The  defendant  made  several  motions  upon  the  verdict,  all 
of  which  were  denied,  and  judgment  was  ordered  for  plaintiff 
upon  the  verdict  Judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  from 
which  this  appeal  was  taken, 

Clarke  M.  Rosecrantz,  for  the  appellant,  contended,  inter 
alia,  that  under  the  proofs  the  plaintiff  could  not  invoke  the 
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doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  de- 
fect in  the  controller.  In  order  that  the  mere  happening  of 
an  accident  may  be  deemed  in  law  proof  of  the  ultimate  fact 
of  negligence,  the  degree  of  probability  must  be  such  as  arises 
from  a  situation  where  the  accident  could  not  well  happen 
except  from  a  responsible  cause.  Kirst  v.  M.,  L.  8.  &  TF.  i2. 
Co.  46  Wis.  489,  491;  Lockwood  v.  G.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  65 
Wis.  50,  64;  Kendall  v.  Boston,  118  Mass.  234,  236;  Cum- 
mmgs  v.  Nat.  P.  Co.  60  Wis.  603,  612 ;  Atkinson  v.  Good- 
rich T.  Co.  69  Wis.  5,  16;  Stacy  v.  M.,  L.  8.  &  F.  B.  Co. 
85  Wis.  225,  234;  CarroU  v.  C,  B.  &  N.  B.  Co.  99  Wis.  399, 
402 ;  8pille  v.  Wis.  B.  &  I.  Co.  105  Wis.  340,  849 ;  Musbach 
V.  Wis.  C.  Co.  108  Wis.  57,  67 ;  Beyersdorf  v.  Cream  City  8. 
4&  D.  Co.  109  Wis.  456,  463;  SchxiUz  v.  C,  M.  &  8t.  P.  B. 
Co.  116  Wis.  31,  33.  Assuming  that  the  existence  of  a  de- 
fect in  the  controller  may  be  inferred,  there  is  no  proof  that 
tbe  defect  was  seasonably  known  to  the  defendant,  or  that  it 
was  of  such  a  character  that  it  could  have  been  seasonably  dis- 
covered. Eohhs  V.  8tauer,  62  Wis.  108 ;  8chultz  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  B.  Co.  116  Wis.  31,  33;  Walkowski  v.  Penokee  & 
O.  Consol.  Mines,  115  Mich.  629,  41  L.  R.  A.  33,  note  on 
pp.  150-152;  Perry  v.  Mich.  Cent.  B.  Co.  108  Mich.  130; 
Murphy  V.  Q.  N.  B.  Co.  68  Minn.  526,  71  N.  W.  662 ;  Oeor- 
gia  B.  £  B.  Co.  v.  Nelms,  83  Ga.  70. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  O'Connor,  Schmitz 
&  Wild,  and  oral  argument  by  A.  J.  Schmitz.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  explosion  of  the  controller  raised 
a  presumption  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and 
put  the  burden  on  it  to  absolutely  overcome  such  presump- 
tion and  prima  facie  case  and  point  out  the  cause  of  the  ex- 
plosion and  that  the  same  was  unavoidable  by  the  utmost  care. 
Kirst  V.  M.,  L.  8.  &  W.  B.  Co.  46  Wis.  489 ;  Cummings  v. 
Nat.  F.  Co.  60  Wis.  603 ;  Carroll  v.  C,  B.  &  N.  B.  Co.  99 
Wis.  399;  Musbach  p.  Wis.  C.  Co.  108  Wis.  57,  67;  Parker 
V.  Fairbanks-Morse  Mfg.  Co.  130  Wis.  525;  Monlanye  v. 
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Northern  E.  Mfg.  Co.  127  Wis.  22 ;  LipsJci/  v.  C.  Reiss  G.  Co. 
136  Wis.  307,  117  N.  W.  803;  SpeUman  v.  Lincoln  R.  T. 
<Jo.  36  Neb.  890,  20  L.  R  A.  316;  Whalen  v.  Consolidated 
T.  Co.  61  K  J.  Law,  606,  41  L.  R.  A.  836;  Feiial  v.  M.  R. 
Co.  109  Mass.  398 ;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Worthingion, 
21  Md.  275,  283 ;  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson, 
72  Md.  519,  20  Am.  St  Eep.  483,  note;  Wall  v.  Lvuezay,  6 
Colo.  465 ;  Smith  v.  8t.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  32  Minn.  1 ;  Nitro- 
glycerine Case,  15  Wall.  524;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pollard,  22 
WalL  341;  Gleeson  v.  Va.  M.  R.  Co.  140  TJ.  S.  435,  35  L. 
Ed.  438;  Chicago  TJ.  T.  Co.  v.  Newmiller,  215  111.  883,  74 
2^.  E.  410;  Cincinnati,  I.  &  TF.  R.  Co.  v.  Bravard,  38  Ind. 
App.  422,  76  N.  E.  899 ;  Firebaugh  v.  Seattle  E.  Co.  40 
Wash.  658,  82  Pac.  995 ;  Lincoln  T.  Co.  v.  Wehb,  73  Neb. 
136,  102  N.  W.  258. 

Keewiw,  J.  The  defendant  is  a  corporation  engaged  in 
operating  an  electric  street  railway  line  in  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee for  the  carrying  of  passengers.  On  the  20th  day  of 
June,  1903,  the  time  of  the  accident,  the  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger on  the  defendant's  car,  when  the  controller  at  the  front 
end  of  the  car  operated  by  the  motorman  exploded  or  short- 
circuited  and  caused  fire  in  the  car.  The  passengers  became 
excited,  and  in  the  rush  and  excitement  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, which  injury  it  is  allied  was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant.  Several  grounds  of  negligence  are  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  mainly  in  failure  to  provide  proper  appli- 
ances, failure  to  provide  a  proper  motor,  controller,  circuit 
breaker,  and  fuse,  and  failure  to  inspect  and  properly  operate 
the  car.  It  is  insisted  by  appellant  (1)  that  there  is  no  evi- 
■denoe  to  support  the  verdict  on  the  question  of  defendant's 
negligence;  (2)  that  the  damages  are  excessive;  and  (3)  that 
the  verdict  is  insufficient  to  support  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

We  think  it  clear  that  the  last  objection  is  fatal  to  the  judg- 
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ment  for  two  reasons:  First,  because  there  is  no  finding  of 
negligence;  and,  second,  because  of  the  form  of  the  thiM 
question.  On  the  point  that  there  is  no  finding  of  negli- 
gence in  the  verdict  the  jury  found : 

'^(2)  Was  the  apparatus  known  as  the  'controller'  on  the 
car  in  question,  at  the  time  of  the  accident^  defective  and  out 
of  repair?.   A.  Yes. 

"(3)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  question  in  the  afiirma- 
tive,  then  answer  this  question,  otherwise  not:  Did  the  de- 
fendant company  have  knowledge  of  the  defective  condition 
of  the  colLfcroUer,  or  ought  it  to  have  known  of  such  defective 
condition?    A.  Yes." 

"(5)  If  you  answer  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  ques- 
tions, or  either  of  them,  TTes,'  then  answer  this  question: 
AVas  such  negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  plaintiflPs  in- 
jury?   A.  Yes." 

It  will  be  seen  that  by  the  second  question  the  jury  found 
merely  that  a  defect  existed,  and  by  the  third  that  the  de- 
fendant knew  or  ought  to  have  known  of  the  defective  condi- 
tion. There  is  no  finding  as  to  how  long  the  defect  existed 
before  the  injury.  It  might  have  occurred  the  instant  be- 
fore the  accident  and  the  defendant  have  immediate  knowl- 
edge of  it,  but  not  for  sufficient  time  before  the  accident  to- 
have  remedied  it  This  state  of  facts  satisfies  the  finding,  but 
would  not  support  a  judgment,  for  want  of  a  finding  in  some 
form  to  the  effect  that  the  defect  had  existed  for  such  length 
of  time  before  the  injury  as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  repair 
it  Nor  does  the  finding  of  proximate  cause  in  the  fifth  ques- 
tion help  the  matter,  for  it  will  be  seen  that  this  simply  finds 
that  "such  negligence"  was  tlie  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 
"Such  negligence"  under  the  verdict  could  only  refer  to  the 
tliird  question  and  answer  or  the  second  and  third,  but  these 
together  or  singly  do  not  find  the  essential  facts  necessary  to 
make  a  case.  Moreover,  the  third  question  being  in  the  al- 
ternative, there  is  no  finding  that  the  defendant  knew  or 
ought  to  have  known  of  the  defect     That  this  finding  is  in- 
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sufficient  has  been  ruled  by  this  court  and  discussion  of  it  is 
unnecessary.  Jewell  v.  C,  St  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  54  Wis.  610, 
617,  12  X.  W.  83 ;  Sherman  v.  Menominee  R.  L.  Co.  77  Wis. 
14,  45  X.  W.  1079;  Gunther  v.  Ullrich,  82  Wis.  222,  52  I^. 
W.  88;  Klochinski  v.  Shores  L.  Co.  93  Wis.  417,  67  N.  W. 
934 ;  Dugal  v.  Chippewa  Falls,  101  Wis.  533,  77  N.  W.  878 ; 
Shaw  V.  GilbeH,  111  Wis.  165,  86  N.  W.  188;  Gehl  v.  Mil- 
uaukee  P.  Co.  116  Wis.  263,  93  N.  W.  26 ;  Lowe  v.  Ring, 
123  Wis.  370,  101  K  W.  698;  Odegardv.  NoHh  Wis.  L.  Co. 
130  Wis.  659,  110  K  W.  809.  The  subject  is  considered  in 
a  late  case  in  this  court — Du  Cate  v.  Brighton,  133  Wis.  628, 
114  X.  W.  103, — ^where  the  cases  are  collected  and  discussed. 
This  case  is  directly  in  point  and  controls  the  question  here. 
It  follows  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

It  is  also  insisted  by  appellant  that  the  damages  are  excess- 
ive. The  jury  found  $3,000  damages.  The  injuries  alleged 
in  the  complaint  for  which  compensation  is  sought  consisted 
of  an  alleged  concussion  of  and  injury  to  the  spine  and  nerv- 
ous shock,  causing  traumatic  neurosis,  and  the  result  thereof 
including  a  diseased  heart  and  a  serious  and  permanent  in- 
jury to  the  eye.  The  jury  found  in  answer  to  the  eighth 
question  that  the  diseased  condition  of  the  heart  was  not 
caused  by  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  and 
place  of  injury,  and  by  answer  to  the  tenth  question  that  the 
traumatic  neurosis  was  not  caused  by  the  injury  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  and  place  in  question,  and  further 
found  in  answer  to  the  eleventh  question  that  the  injury  sus- 
tained at  the  time  and  place  in  question  was  not  the  inciting 
cause  of  the  disease  or  inability  of  which  plaintiff  complains 
in  this  action.  So  it  seems  clear  under  the  findings  of  the  jury 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  permanently  injured,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  permanent  injury  the  damages  are  excessive. 

It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  that  an  inference 
of  negligence  arose  because  of  defect  in  the  controller  which 
caused  it  to  blow  out,  hence  the  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur 
Vol.  138—23 


854  SUPEEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Mae. 

Milbrath  v.  State,  138  Wis.  354. 

applies ;  while  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  is  insisted  that 
no  such  inference  can  be  drawn  because  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  controller  might  have  acted  as  it  did  without 
any  negligence  whatever  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  and 
further  that,  if  inference  of  negligence  could  be  said  to  have 
arisen,  still  the  inference  was  completely  met  by  the  testimony, 
therefore  no  case  of  negligence  was  made  on  this  ground. 
Since  there  must  be  a  new  trial  we  shall  not  go  into  any  dis- 
cussion of  this  question  further  than  to  say  that  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  prima  facie  case  made  raised  an  inference  of 
negligence,  but  that  that  inference  was  fully  met  and  over- 
come by  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  judgment  should 
be  ordered  for  the  defendant  or  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial.  It  is  strenuously  insisted  by  counsel  for  defendant 
that  there  has  been  no  negligence  shown;  llierefore,  the  de- 
fendant being  entitled  to  judgment  below,  this  court  should 
now  order  it  The  majority  of  the  court,  however,  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  case  should  go  back  for  a  new  trial. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial 


MiLBBATH,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in 

error. 

January  9— March  P,  1909. 

Criminal  law:  Acts  done  ty  or  through  corporation:  Embezzlement: 
Conversion  of  money:  Demand  when  unnecessary:  Evidence: 
Instructions  to  jury. 

1.  A  corporation  exists  only  In  contemplation  of  law,  and  the  legal 
fiction  that  it  is  a  separate  entity,  though  necessary  for  many 
purposes,  cannot  be  urged  to  an  intent  and  purpose  not  within 
the  reason  and  policy  of  that  fiction. 
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2.  A  person  charged  with  a  crime  will  not  be  heard  to  say  in  jus- 
tification that  he  committed  the  act  in  his  official  capacity  as 
ofllcer  of  a  corporation;  nor  to  assert  that  acts  in  form  corpo- 
rate acts  were  not  his  acts  merely  because  done  by  him  through 
the  instrumentality  of  a  corporation  which  he  controlled  and 
dominated  in  all  respects  and  which  he  employed  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

8.  One  may  convert  money  of  another  to  his  own  use  by  putting 
It  into  the  treasury  and  mingling  it  with  the  funds  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  which  is  under  his  control  and  manage- 
ment and  of  which  he  is  a  stockholder  and  officer  in  charge; 
and  the  fact  that  the  benefit  which  he  receives  is  not  equal  to 
the  whole  amount  of  the  money  is  not  material. 

4.  Defendant  and  his  partners  in  a  loan  and  real-estate  business, 
who  had  loaned  on  real-estate  security  certain  money  intrusted 
to  them  for  that  purpose,  organized  a  corporation  to  carry  on 
the  business.  They  were  the  sole  and  controlling  stockholders 
and  officers  therein,  and  turned  over  to  it  all  the  assets  and 
business  of  the  firm.  Defendant  was  president.  The  money 
above  mentioned  was  repaid  at  the  office  of  the  corporation  in 
defendant's  presence,  was  mingled  with  funds  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  was  retained  and  used  by  it.  The  corporation  was 
then  insolvent,  and  defendant's  account  with  it  was  overdrawn 
and  continued  so  to  be.  The  amount  paid  was  credited  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation  to  the  owner  of  the  money,  but,  for 
the  purpose  of  concealing  from  her  the  fact  that  the  principal 
had  been  repaid,  the  corporation,  with  defendant's  knowledge, 
continued  to  pay  interest  to  such  owner  as  if  the  loan  were  still 
outstanding.  Afterwards  the  corporation  was  adjudged  bank- 
rupt. Held,  that  the  corporation  was  a  mere  instrumentality 
through  which  defendant  had  embezzled  the  money  and  con- 
verted it  to  his  own  use. 

6.  On  the  trial  of  the  defendant  for  such  embezzlement,  evidence 
as  to  the  organization,  management,  control,  manner  of  doing 
business,  and  insolvency  of  the  corporation  was  admissible. 

6.  It  was  not  error  In  such  case  to  charge  the  Jury  that  the  pay- 

ments of  interest  to  the  owner  after  the  principal  had  been 
paid  in  to  the  corporation  were  made  by  the  defendant;  nor  to 
charge,  as  to  the  defendant  and  the  secretary  of  the  corpora- 
tion who  received  the  money  when  it  was  paid  in,  that  they 
and  each  of  them  held  it  in  trust  for  the  owner. 

7.  Nor,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  evidence,  was  it  error  to  charge 

the  Jury  that  It  was  not  disputed  that  the  owner  of  the  money 
in  question  lost  it  by  fraud;  but  this  portion  of  the  charge  is 
not  approved. 
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8.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  requested  instructions  relating  to 

matters  sufElciently  covered  by  the  general  charge. 

9.  Under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  fact  that  the  money 

had  been  paid  in  to  the  corporation  not  being  known  to  the 
owner  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  corporation,  when  de- 
mand therefor  would  have  been  useless,  it  is  immaterial  that 
no  demand  for  the  money  was  made  upon  the  defendant  before 
the  prosectftion. 

Ekbok  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Mil- 
waukee county:  Oreen  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  (hereinafter  called  defendant)  was 
convicted  in  the  said  circuit  court  of  the  offense  of  embezzle- 
ment and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  three  years  in  the 
state  prison.  The  information  upon  which  the  defendant  was 
tried  charged  him,  Edward  J.  Wagner,  and  William  E.  Mil- 
brath, as  agents  and  employees  of  Helena  Mizer,  having  the 
care,  custody,  and  possession  of  $300  of  her  money,  with  the 
embezzlement  of  said  sum  and\the  unlawful  and  fraudulent 
ox)nversion  thereof  to  their  own  use  on  February  27,  1903. 
xV  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  and  overruled,  and  the 
defendant  assigns  thirty-four  errors,  twenty-one  of  which  re- 
late to  the  admission  of  evidence,  one  to  the  refusal  to  dis- 
charge the  defendant  because  the  offense  charged  in  the  infor- 
mation had  not  been  established,  seven  to  the  charge  of  the 
court,  and  five  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested  by 
defendant 

At  the  beginning  of  the  first  trial  in  the  municipal  court 
the  defendant  Edward  J.  Wagner,  after  the  jury  had  been 
sworn,  announced  to  the  court  that  he  would  testify  for  the 
state.  After  having  so  testified,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
trial,  he  was  by  order  of  the  court  discharged.  The  defend- 
ant William  E.  Milbrath  was  also  discharged  by  the  court  at 
the  conclusion  of  this  trial  upon  the  ground  that  no  case  had 
been  made  out  against  him.  The  jury  disagreed  and  the  case 
was  removed  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  defendant  was 
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tried  upon  the  same  information  as  the  sole  defendant,  and 
this  trial  resulted  in  the  conviction  which  is  here  for  review. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  on  the 
brief  of  Julius  E.  Roehr,  and  for  the  defendant  in  error  on 
that  of  the  Attorney  General  and  F.  C.  Eschweiler,  assistant 
district  attorney  of  Milwaukee  county. 

Among  other  references  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  were  the  following:  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d 
ed.)  983,  992;  sees.  4418,  4419,  Stats.  (1898) ;  State  v.  Mc- 
Fetridge,  84  Wis.  473,  54  K  W.  1,  998;  Nonotwck  8.  Co.  v. 
Flanders,  87  Wis.  237,  58  N.  W.  383 ;  MUwaukee  T.  Co.  v. 
Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  92  Wis.  412,  66  N.  W.  860 ;  Bates  v.  State, 
124  Wi#j.  612,  103  K  W.  251;  Albricht  v.  State,  6  Wis.  74. 

Among  other  references  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
error  were  the  following:  Bauiz  v.  Adams,  131  Wis.  152,  111 
N.  W.  69;  Thuemmlerv.  BaHh,  89  Wis.  381,  62  K  W.  94; 
Sargeani  v.  Downey,  49  Wis.  524,  5  N.  W.  903 ;  State  v.  Mil- 
ler, 47  Wis.  530,  3  N".  W.  31;  McAllister  v.  State,  112  Wis. 
496,  88  N.  W.  212. 

Timlin,  J.  I  knew  the  defendant  well.  He  had  been  for 
many  years  engaged  in  business  at  Milwaukee,  respected,  hon- 
ored with  confidential  business  patronage  and  with  important 
public  offices.  He  had  reached  the  age  of  fifty-eight  years 
and  had. children  and  grandchildren.  I  know  of  no  sadder 
story  than  that  of  such  a  man  in  the  afternoon  of  a  well-spent 
life,  under  the  pressure  of  unexpected  business  calamities  and 
yielding  to  the  delusions  of  hope,  being  tempted  to  lay  his 
hands  unlawfully  upon  the  moneys  of  others  intrusted  to  his 
keeping.  I  regret  his  misfortimes  and  sympathize  with  him 
in  his  misery,  but  neither  regret  nor  sympathy  can  be  allowed 
to  swerve  the  mind  from  a  consideration  of  the  case  according 
to  law  and  the  evidence. 

The  defendant,  together  with  Edward  J.  Wagner  and  H.  C. 
Eoethlisberger,  were  copartners  carrying  on  a  real  estate  and 
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loan  business  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee  from  prior  to  April  29, 
1891,  to  June  6,  1894.  On  the  former  date  they  loaned  to 
one  Kafura  for  Conrad  Mizer  $300  of  the  money  of  the  lat- 
ter, taJdng  a  note  and  mortgage  to  secure  the  loan  executed  by 
Kafura  to  one  Ferdinand  Groth,  a  person  from  whom  the  de- 
fendant held  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing  him  to  make  in- 
vestments, release  mortgages,  etc.  Groth  had  no  interest  in 
the  matter.  He  merely  allowed  the  defendant  to  use  his 
name.  The  defendant,  as  attorney  in  fact  of  Groth,  assigned 
this  mortgage  to  Conrad  Mizer,  who  assigned  it  to  Helena  Mi- 
zer,  both  assignments  unrecorded.  This  making  of  loans 
upon  mortgage  security  for  other  persons  was  part  of  the  busi- 
ness of  said  copartnership.  June  6,  1894,  the  said  copart- 
ners incorporated  under  the  name  of  the  0.  W.  Milbradi  Com- 
pany, with  an  authorized  capital  of  $36,000,  for  the  purpose 
of  buying,  selling,  and  exchanging  real  estate  and  personal 
property,  writing  insurance,  and  loaning  money.  All  the  as- 
sets of  the  copartnership  and  its  business  were  turned  over  to 
and  became  the  property  of  this  corporation,  of  which  the  de- 
fendant was  president^  Roethlisberger  vice-president,  and 
Wagner  secretary  and  treasurer.  The  corporation  had  a  large, 
business  of  the  kind  authorized  by  its  charter,  kept  accounts 
with  each  of  its  clients,  and,  when  money  was  received  to 
be  loaned  out  by  it^  such  money  v^as  usually  credited  to  the 
client's  account,  debited  to  that  account  when  loaned  out,  and 
the  securities  delivered  to  the  owner  of  the  money.  Such  an 
account  was  kept  with  Helena  Mizer  under  the  name  of  tho 
"Mizer  Estate"  on  the  books  of  the  corporation.  In  August, 
1905,  the  corporation  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  and  scheduled 
real  and  personal  property,  exclusive  of  incumbrances  thereon^ 
to  the  amount  of  $16,230.93.  The  amount  of  daims.filed  and 
allowed  aggregated  $56,561.65.  April  27,  1903,  Kafura 
paid  his  note  and  mortgage  at  the  office  of  the  corporation  and 
received  a  satisfaction  dated  that  day  executed  by  the  defend- 
ant as  attorney  in  fact  for  Groth.    At  this  time  the  only  stock- 
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holders  in  the  corporation  were  the  defendant  and  Wagner, 
who  were  also  officers  of  the  corporation  and  dominated  and 
controlled  it  in  all  respects. 

There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  infer  that 
this  money  was  delivered  by  Kafura  to  Wagner  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  defendant  and  Wagner  put  it  in  the  corporation 
safe.  The  account  carried  as  "Conrad  Mizer  Estate"  was 
credited  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  with  the  money  so 
paid.  The  money  in  question  was  put  into  the  cash  drawer 
in  the  safe  and  mingled  with  other  moneys  received  by  the 
corporation  that  day.  The  corporation  had  the  use  of  the 
money,  and  it  was  deposited  in  the  bank  afterward  to  the  gen- 
eral account  of  the  corporation.  The  corporation  continued 
to  pay  interest  to  Mrs.  Mizcr  as  if  the  loan  was  still  outstand- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  concealing  the  fact  from  her  that  the 
principal  of  $300  had  been  paid  by  Kafura,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  aware  of  this.  This  was  the  way  the  corporation 
handled  the  moneys  received  from  various  clients  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  loaning  the  same  upon  security.  It  never  kept  such 
money  separate.  At  the  time  this  money  was  received  from 
Kafura  the  liabilities  of  the  corporation  largely  exceeded  its 
assets,  and  that  condition  continued  down  to  the  bankruptcy. 
At  this  time  the  defendant  had  overdrawn  his  account  with 
the  corporation  to  the  amount  of  $31,000,  Wagner  had  over- 
drawn to  the  amount  of  $10,000,  the  stock  subscription  of  the 
defendant  was  $24,000  and  that  of  Wagner  $6,000,  and  this 
overdraft  continued  increasing  up  to  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy. The  money  in  question  was  delivered  to  the  copart- 
nership in  the  first  instance  for  the  purpose  of  investing  the 
same  upon  security,  and  no  other  authority  was  ever  given, 
and  the  corporation,  so  far  as  it  could  do  so  by  action  of  its 
officers  and  stockholders,  succeeded  to  the  duties  and  liabilities 
of  the  precedent  copartnership  with  respect  to  Mrs.  Mizer. 

The  first  twenty-one  errors  assigned  by  the  defendant  have 
relation  to  the  question  whether  or  not  he  could  be  convicted 
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of  embezzlement  of  tliis  sum  of  $300  because  of  the  creation 
and  interposition  of  the  corporation  as  above  detailed,  and 
because  the  information  charges  that  the  money  in  question 
was  converted  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  Wagner  and 
William  E.  Milbrath,  the  three  persons  present  vsrhen  the 
money  was  paid  by  Kafura. 

The  errors  assigned  in  the  admission  of  evidence  challenge 
the  correctness  of  rulings  admitting  the  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion, subscription  agreement,  and  other  corporate  papers;  evi- 
dence concerning  who  had  direction  and  control  of  the  cor- 
poration, the  meetings  of  the  stockholders  and  directors,  and 
who  were  the  stockholders.  Also  entries  in  the  corporate 
books  of  accoimt,  including  among  other  accounts  the  account 
of  the  defendant  and  that  of  Wagner  and  that  of  Helena  Mi- 
zer,  and  the  condition  of  such  accounts  and  the  records  and 
files  of  the  bankruptcy  court  relating  to  the  bankruptcy  of  this 
corporation,  and  all  the  evidence  tending  to  show  transactions 
between  Helena  Mizer  and  the  corporation. 

Another  class  of  errors  assigned  relate  to  evidence  concern- 
ing other  mortgages  belonging  to  Helena  Mizer  in  the  posses- 
sion or  under  the  control  of  the  corporation  and  the  time  of 
payment  thereof,  and  evidence  of  pajanent  of  money  to  the 
corporation  on  account  of  other  clients  and  on  account  of  sim- 
ilar loans,  which  payments  were  not  remitted  by  the  corpora- 
tion to  the  owners  or  accounted  for  to  them,  and  with  refer- 
ence to  the  ability  of  the  corporation  to  repay  the  moneys  that 
had  been  paid  to  it  between  April  27,  1903,  and  the  time  of 
its  bankruptcy. 

It  will  readily  be  seen  that  all  these  errors  are  assigned 
upon  the  theory  that  this  corporation  intervened  between  the 
principal  and  the  loan  agents  after  the  relation  of  principal 
and  agent  had  been  created  as  an  independent  responsible  per- 
sonality, which  by  reason  of  its  intervention  to  some  extent 
changed  the  relations  theretofore  existing  between  the  defend- 
ant and  the  Mizer  estate,  and  itself  received  and  converted  the 
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$300  in  question.  No  doubt  a  corporation  is  for  many  pur- 
poses a  juristic  person.  Corporations,  having  the  right  to 
hold  and  enjoy  property,  to  contract  and  be  contracted  with, 
to  sue  and  be  sued,  may  in  all  such  matters  as  an  artificial  per- 
son assert  the  rights  of  property,  contract,  duty,  or  obligation 
which  a  natural  person  might  assert.  But  we  must  not  for- 
get that  a  corporation  exists  only  in  contemplation  of  law. 
Its  personification  is  a  legal  fiction  necessary  to  the  ascertain- 
ment and  administration  of  the  legal  duties  and  rights,  intrin- 
sic and  extrinsic,  to  the  corporation,  governing  its  internal  ad- 
ministration or  its  relations  to  the  commonwealth  or  to  other 
persons.  Without  this  legal  fiction  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  the  corporation,  its  members,  and  its  creditors  would  fre- 
quently be  lost  in  the  maze  of  legal  rules.  But  this  personi- 
fication of  corporations  has  never  been  carried  to  the  extent 
contended  for  here.  When  the  corporation  adopted  articles 
of  incorporation  and  thereby  brought  itself  as  to  subsequent 
transactions  within  the  law  relative  to  incorporated  bodies, 
it  did  not  absolve  the  incorporators  from  duties  or  liabilities 
existing  prior  to  the  incorporation.  If  the  defendant  and 
Wagner  chose  to  make  this  insolvent  corporation,  in  which 
they  were  the  sole  and  controlling  stockholders  and  of  which 
they  were  officers,  the  repository  of  trust  funds  collected  by 
them,  it  had  no  other  effect  in  the  law  than  if  they  delivered 
such  funds  into  the  possession  of  any  trustee  or  subordinate 
employee  controlled  by  them,  whose  possession  must  be 
deemed  their  possession  and  whose  acquisition  must  be 
deemed  their  acquisition.  The  corporation  is  in  such  case  a 
mere  instrumentality  through  and  by  means  of  which  the  nat- 
ural persons  in  control  thereof  carry  out  their  acts.  This 
made  it  necessary  and  proper  that  the  incorporation,  organ- 
ization, management,  control,  and  manner  of  doing  business, 
solvency  or  insolvency  of  the  corporation,  should  be  laid  be- 
fore the  jury.  And  there  was.no  error  in  the  admission  of 
evidence  of  the  kind  objected  to  reasonably  necessary  to  show 
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the  true  situation  of  affairs  and  the  mode  of  conducting  the 
business. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to- 
support  the  verdict  of  conviction,  in  that  the  receipt  of  the 
$300  by  the  defendant  personally  is  not  shown,  and,  further, 
that  the  information  charged  a  conversion,  not  to  the  use  of 
the  corporation,  but  to  the  use  of  the  persons  who  were  its  of- 
ficers, including  the  defendant.  From  what  has  been  said  it 
must  be  apparent  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  re- 
lation of  principal  and  agent  between  Conrad  Mizer  and  his 
successor  in  interest,  Helena  Mizer,  and  the  copartnership  of 
C.  W.  Milbrath  &  Co.  in  the  first  instance.  The  defendant 
knew  of  the  payment  of  the  loan  by  Kafura,  and  executed  per- 
sonally as  attorney  in  fact  for  Groth  at  the  time  a  release  of 
the  mortgage  in  question.  The  money  was  paid  over  in  his 
presence  and  he  knew  that  it  did  not  belong  to  him.  The  evi- 
dence is  ample  to  support  the  contention  that  it  was  put  in 
the  corporation  safe  and  mingled  with  the  funds  of  the  insolv- 
ent corporation  and  deposited  in  its  bank  account  with  the 
consent  and  by  the  act  of  the  defendant  conjointly  with  Wag- 
ner. He  must  be  held  to  have  known  of  the  insolvent  condi- 
tion of  the  corporation  at  the  time  and  that  such  disposal  of 
the  money  would  have  substantially  the  same  effect  as  throw- 
ing it  into  the  fire.  He  made  no  attempt  to  reinvest  the 
money,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  concealed  from  his  principal 
the  fact  that  the  money  had  been  collected  and  in  this  manner 
disposed  of  by  him  by  continuing  to  pay  from  the  corporate 
funds  interest  upon  this  loan  to  his  principal  as  if  the  loan 
were  still  outstanding  and  unpaid.  There  cannot  be  much 
doubt  that  this  constituted  a  conversion  of  the  money  by  the 
defendant  and  Wagner.  But  was  the  money  converted  te 
their  own  use?  One  may  convert  money  of  another  to  his 
own  use  by  paying  it  out  upon  his  private  or  personal  debt. 
Guenther  v.  State,  137  Wis.  183,  118  N.  W.  640.  If  this  is 
true,  he  can  convert  the  money  to  his  o^vn  use  by  putting  it 
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into  the  treasury  and  mingling  it  with  the  funds  of  an  insolv- 
ent corporation  which  is  under  his  control  and  management 
and  of  which  he  is  a  stockholder  and  officer  in  charge.  The 
benefit  he  receives  in  the  first  case  by  discharge  of  his  personal 
debt  is  equal  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  money  so  paid.  The 
benefit  which  he  receives  in  the  second  case  is  not  equal  to  the 
whole  amount  of  the  money  so  paid.  But  the  extent  to  which 
defendant  was  benefited  does  not  constitute  the  test.  It  is 
paid  to  his  own  use  in  either  case.  It  is  paid  into  that  which 
is  a  mere  instrumentality  created  by  him  under  sanction  of 
law,  but  as  much  imder  his  control  and  as  subservient  to  his 
will  as  the  furniture  of  his  office  or  the  books  of  account  in 
which  he  records  his  transactions.  Under  such  circumstances 
there  is  no  room  for  the  legal  fiction  of  separate  corporate 
personality  or  for  distinction  between  the  defendant's  acts  as 
officer  of  the  corporation  and  his  acts  as  an  independent  nat- 
ural person. 

In  Haynes  v.  Kenosha  E.  7?.  Co.  139  Wis.  227,  119  N. 
W.  568,  where  one  person  owned  the  majority  of  the  shares 
of  stock  in  each  of  three  corporations,  in  each  of  which  he  was 
the  principal  managing  officer  and  in  each  of  which  he  con- 
trolled the  board  of  directors,  and  these  corporations  through 
such  person  made  certain  corporate  contracts  between  them- 
selves, this  court,  speaking  of  the  corporations,  said : 

"When  he  'met'  with  himself,  they  met  if  he  so  willed. 
His  unhampered  authority  to  dictate  was  questioned  by  no- 
one.  He  was  simply  dealing  with  his  own  property  through 
a  corporate  agency  as  absolutely  as  he  might  deal  with  it  as 
an  individual.  We  must  look  to  his  intent  to  some  extent  to 
determine  just  which  corporate  entity  owned  the  property  we 
are  dealing  with.'* 

In  Pott  V.  SchmucJcer,  84  Md.  535,  86  AtL  592,  57  Am. 
St.  Rep.  416,  where  one  of  the  partners  of  an  insolvent  firm 
owning  a  separate  business  procured  a  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion, turned  over  all  the  assets  of  the  separate  business  to  this 
corporation  and  took  all  its  shares  of  stock  except  certain  quali- 
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fication  shares,  and  both  the  partnership  and  the  corporation 
were  in  liquidation,  it  was  held  that  in  marshaling  the  assets 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  the  court  Would  not  look  at  the  cor- 
poration as  a  separate  legal  entity,  but  would  look  back  of  and 
beyond  the  charter  and  into  the  real  substantial  nature  of  the 
transactions. 

In  Hoffman  8.  C.  Co.  v.  Cumherland  C.  &  I.  Co.  16  Md. 
466,  the  question  of  independent  and  separate  corporate  per- 
sonality was  also  disregarded.  Conversely,  acts  of  the  share- 
holders and  trustees  attempted  to  be  performed  in  their  per- 
sonal or  individual  capacity  may  as  to  the  state  be  acts  of  the 
corporation,  as  in  People  v.  North  River  S.  B,  Co.  121  N. 
Y.  582,  24  K  E.  834,  where  it  was  caid: 

"The  abstract  idea  of  a  corporation,  the  legal  entity,  the 
impalpable  and  intangible  creation  of  human  thought,  is  it- 
self a  fiction,  and  has  been  appropriately  described  as  a  figure 
of  speech.  It  serves  very  well  to  designate  in  our  minds  the 
collective  action  and  agency  of  many  individuals  as  permitted 
by  the  law,  and  the  substantial  inquiry  always  is  what  in  a 
given  case  has  been  that  collective  action  and  agency.  As  be- 
tween the  corporation  and  those  with  whom  it  deals  the  man- 
ner of  its  exercise  usually  is  material,  but  as  between  it  and 
the  state  the  substantial  inquiry  is  only  what  that  collective 
action  and  agency  has  done,  what  it  has,  in  fact,  accomplished, 
what  is  seen  to  be  its  effective  work,  what  has  been  its  con- 
duct." 

In  State  ex  rel.  v.  Standard  0.  Co.  49  Ohio  St.  137,  30  N. 
E.  279, 15  L.  R.  A.  145,  it  was  said  that  the  legal  fiction  that 
a  corporation  is  a  person  can  never  be  urged  to  an  intent  and 
purpose  not  within  the  reason  and  policy  of  that  fiction.  Cases 
not  within  the  reason  and  policy  of  that  fiction  must  neces- 
sarily be  rare,  and  no  general  rule  that  we  are  aware  of  has 
been  in  that  respect  formulated.  But  it  is  safe  to  say  that  in 
a  criminal  prosecution  against  a  person  charged  with  an  of- 
fense committed  by  him  against  the  laws  of  the  state  he  could 
not  be  heard  to  say  in  justification  that  he  conmiitted  that  of- 
fense in  his  oflBcial  capacity  as  officer  of  a  corporation;  nor 
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could  he  assert  that  acts  in  form  corporate  acts  were  not  his 
acts  merely  because  carried  out  by  him  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  a  corporation  which  he  controlled  and  dominated 
in  all  respects  and  which  he  employed  for  that  purpose. 
Hempfling  v.  Bwrr,  69  Mich.  294,  26  N.  W.  496.  Other  acts 
of  embezzlement,  see  People  v.  Hawkins,  106  Mich.  479,  64 
K  W.  736;  Pavlsonv.  State,  118  Wis.  89,  99,  94  N.  W.  771. 

We  must  regard  these  assignments  of  error  as  if  the  defend- 
ant and  Wagner  were  both  on  trial. 

The  foregoing  considerations  dispose  of,  adversely  to  the 
defendant,  the  contention  that  it  was  erroneous  to  charge  the 
jury  as  follows : 

"Further,  it  is  undisputed  that  Helena  Mizer  was  not  in- 
formed, either  by  the  defendant  or  Wagner,  of  the  payment  of 
the  money  by  Kafura,  but  that  from  time  to  time  thereafter 
for  a  period  of  two  years  or  more  she  was  paid  interest 
thereon  by  the  defendant,  Charles  T7.  Milbrath." 

It  is  claimed  that  these  payments  were  made  to  her  by  the 
corporation  acting  through  its  oflBcers,  but  under  the  circum- 
stances above  detailed  it  was  not  incorrect  to  say  that  these  in- 
terest payments  were  made  by  the  defendant.  So  it  was  not 
error  for  the  court  to  charge  the  jury : 

"But  the  question  for  you  to  decide  is:  Did  the  defend- 
ant, Charles  W.  Milbrath,  unlawfully  and  feloniously  em- 
bezzle and  fraudulently  convert  to  his  own  use  or  to  the  use 
of  some  other  person  than  the  owner  $300  or  some  part 
thereof  of  the  money  of  Helena  Mizer  without  her  consent 
when  0.  W.  Milbrath  and  E.  J.  Wagner  were  acting  as  her 
servants,  agents,  and  employees,  under  the  testimony  and  cir- 
cumstances shown  by  the  testimony." 

Nor  was  it  error  to  inform  the  jury  that  this  $300  was  not 
the  money  of  0.  W.  Milbrath  &  Co.,  but  was  the  money  of 
Helena  Mizer,  because  the  evidence  on  that  point  is  without 
substantial  contradiction.  There  was  no  error  in  instructing 
the  jury,  with  respect  to  the  defendant  and  Wagner  and  con- 
cerning the  $300  in  question,  "that  they  and  each  of  them 
held  it  in  trust  for  her,"  meaning  Helena  Mizer.     Nor  was 
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there  any  prejudicial  error  in  charging  the  jury  that  before 
they  could  convict  the  defendant  they  must  find  from  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  that  he  intended  to  convert  to  his  own  use, 
or  to  the  use  of  some  person  other  than  the  owner,  the  money, 
or  some  part  of  it,  belonging  to  Helena  Mizer.  The  evidence 
being  without  dispute  and  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  be- 
fore the  court,  and  the  only  conversion  shown  or  claimed  be- 
ing a  conversion  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  Wagner  or 
eke  to  the  use  of  this  corporation,  the  jury  could  not  have  been 
misled  by  this  instruction. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  instructing 
the  jury  as  follows:  "It  is  not  disputed  that  Helena  Mizer 
lost  her  money  by  fraud."  The  accused,  Wagner,  who  be- 
came a  witness  for  the  state,  who  had  charge  of  this  transac- 
tion with  the  defendant  and  co-operated  with  him  in  the  con- 
trol and  management  of  the  corporation,  testified  without  con- 
tradiction that  the  receipt  of  this  money  by  the  corporation 
from  Kafura  was  concealed  from  Helena  Mizer  by  himself 
and  the  defendant,  and  interest  paid  to  her  semi-annually  as 
if  the  loan  were  still  outstanding,  for  the' purpose  of  giving 
her  the  impression  that  her  money  had  not  been  collected  and 
was  not  in  their  hands*  It  can  scarcely  be  claimed  that  this 
was  not  fraud,  and  if  this  fraud  was  not  the  sole  cause  of  the 
loss  of  her  money  it  must  have  contributed  very  materially  to 
that  result,  because  the  object  of  the  concealment  was  to  pre- 
vent her  from  drawing  out  this  money  or  demanding  it,  and 
it  is  reasonably  probable  that,  had  she  done  so  within  the  first 
year  after  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  corporation,  it 
would  have  been  paid  over.  This  portion  of  the  charge  is  not 
approved.  But,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  evidence  on 
this  pointy  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  prejudicial  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  first  request  to  charge  which  is  called  to  our  attention 
is  substantially  to  the  effect  that  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  money  in  question  was  converted  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  use  of  the  corporation,  and  the  same  is  true  of  the 
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third  request  forming  the  thirty-second  assignment  of  error, 
and  the  fourth  request  forming  the  thirty-third  assignment 
of  error.  We  have  already  gone  over  this  ground,  and  with- 
out further  discussion  must  declare  that  these  requests  were 
properly  refused. 

The  second  request  forming  the  thirty-first  assignment  of 
error  we  think  related  to  noiatters  sufficiently  covered  by  the 
general  charge,  and  the  same  is  true  of  the  request  to  charge 
forming  the  thirty-fourth  assignment  of  error.  The  charge 
of  the  court,  among  other  things,  contained  the  following: 

"You  are  to  say  and  find  fronx  the  evidence  and  circum- 
:8tance3  surrounding  the  alleged  commission  of  the  offense 
whether  the  defendant  did  fraudulently  convert  the  money  of 
Helena  Mizer  to  his  own  use,  not  merely  that  the  money  was 
■converted,  but  that  it  was  fraudulently  converted.  This  must 
appear  to  your  satisfaction  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  .  .  . 
If  you  find  the  conversion  and  find  that  the  person  was  de- 
frauded by  reason  of  it,  it  is  your  duty  to  consider  that  and 
all  the  other  circumstances  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
with  what  intent  the  money  was  converted/' 

This  informed  the  jury  that  a  mere  conversion  without 
fraudulent  intent  accompanying  the  act  of  conversion  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  conviction.  The  court  further 
<5harged : 

"The  essential  element  in  the  crime  charged  is  the  feloniojis 
intent,  and,  before  you  can  convict  the  defendant,  you  must 
find  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  he  intended  to  convert 
to  his  own  use,  or  to  the  use  of  some  person  other  than  the 
owner,  the  money,  or  some  part  of  it,  belonging  to  Helena  Mi- 
zer and  to  cheat  and  defraud  her.  The  felonious  intent  is  an 
essential  element  of  the  crime  of  embezzlement,  and  must  be 
shown  by  the  prosecution  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  in  order 
to  convict  the  defendant." 

The  fact  that  no  demand  was  made  upon  the  defendant  for 
the  money  before  the  prosecution  was  of  no  materiality.  The 
defendant  and  his  associate,  Wagner,  disarmed  the  vigilance 
of  their  principal  by  concealing  the  fact  of  payment  and  con- 
tinuing to  pay  the  interest  periodically,  and  the  fact  that  the 
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money  had  come  into  their  hands  was  not  known  until  after 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  corporation,  when  demand  would  have 
been  a  meaningless  ceremony.  Taking  the  whole  charge  to- 
gether, and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  testimony  except  as  to 
felonious  intent  is  without  substantial  dispute,  we  are  unable 
to  say  that  any  error  was  committed  in  the  trial  prejudicial  to 
the  rights  of  the  defendant. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


KissiNGEB,  Eespondent,  vs.  Zibgeb,  imp.,  Appellant. 
KissiNQEB  vs.  ZiEGEB,  Respondent,  and  Day,  Appellant* 

Fel>ruafy  16— March  9,  1909. 

(1,  2)  Judgment  on  warrant  of  attorney:  Setting  aside:  Grounds: 
Defense  to  note:  Intoxication.  (3-6)  Execution:  Issuance  to  an' 
other  county:  Bale,  when  consummated:  Sheriffs  deed,  when 
to  &6  issued:  Setting  aside  execution  sale:  Grounds:  Reference 
to  determine  facts:  Waiver. 

1.  Where  a  note  was  merely  given  in  renewal  of  a  prior  note  which 

was  unimpeached  and  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideratioUp 
the  fact  that  the  maker's  signature  to  the  renewal  was  pro- 
cured while  he  was  in  a  state  of  intoxication  brought  on  by 
the  payee's  agent  for  that  purpose  is  not  a  defense  available 
upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  Judgment  on  the  note  entered  upon 
warrant  of  attorney. 

2.  Courts  exercise  an  equitable  supervision  over  judgments  entered 

upon  warrants  of  attorney,  and  the  party  moving  to  set  aside 
such  judgment  must  show  that  he  has  been  subjected  to  some 
injustice,  it  not  being  sufficient  for  him  to  aver  mere  technical 
errors  or  irregularities. 

3.  Under  sees.  2969,  2971,  Stats.  (1898),  where  a  Judgment  of  the 

circuit  court  for  one  county  is  docketed  in  another  county  an 
execution  to  the  sheriff  of  the  latter  county  ahould  be  Issued 
from  the  circuit  court  for  the  former  county. 

4.  Although  the  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale  of  land  pays  the 

amount  of  his  bid  on  the  day  of  sale,  yet  the  sale  is  not  con* 
summated  until  the  certificate  thereof  is  executed  and  de^vered 
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to  the  purchaser;  and  issuance  of  the  sheriff's  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser within  fifteen  months  after  the  delivery  of  the  certificate 
of  sale  is  an  irregularity. 

6.  Gross  inadequacy  of  price  and  lack  of  actual  notice  or  knowledge 
of  the  sale,  together  with  some  irregularity  in  the  proceedings, 
are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  court  in  setting  aside  a  sale  of  land 
on  execution. 

6.  When  a  question  of  fact  arises  upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion,  if 
a  party  does  not  re<^uest  a  reference  (under  subd.  3,  sec.  2864, 
Stats.  1898)  in  order  that  evidence  may  be  taken  and  witnesses 
examined,  he  waives  that  right,  and  the  court  may  decide  the 
question  upon  affidavits. 

Appeals  from  orders  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county:  Waeeen  D.  Tabeant,  Circuit  Judge.     Afflrmed. 

For  the  plaintiff,  Kissinger,  there  was  a  brief  by  Butter* 
field  &  Bix,  and  oral  argument  by  P.  A.  Rix.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  court  was  right  in  refusing  to  va- 
cate the  judgment.  The  presumption  is  that  the  letter  from 
plaintiff's  attorneys  was  received  by  defendant.  Small  v. 
Prentice,  102  Wis.  256;  McDermott  v.  Jackson,  97  Wis.  64; 
16  Cyc.  1069, 1071.  The  proposed  answer  and  the  whole  case 
made  by  the  appellant  is  not  meritorious,  and  there  is  no  rea- 
sonable probability  that  the  defense  can  be  successfully  estab- 
lished at  a  trial.  Kremer  •.  Sponholz,  129  Wis.  549;  Phil- 
lips V.  Portage  T.  Co.  137  Wis.  189 ;  Deering  H.  Co.  v.  Johnr 
son,  108  Wis.  275,  280;  Roemer  v.  Schmidt,  134  Wis.  1; 
Reeves  &  Co.  v.  Kroll,  133  Wis.  196 ;  Port  Huron  E.  &  T.  Co. 
V.  Clements,  113  Wis.  249 ;  Marshall  &  Ilsley  Bank  v.  Mil- 
waukee W.  Mills,  84  Wis.  23. 

For  the  defendant  Zieger  there  were  briefs  by  Boden  <6 
Beuscher,  and  oral  argument  by  F.  X.  Boden.  They  con- 
tended, inter  alia,  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  set  aside 
the  judgment.  1  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst.  §  214 ;  Wright  v.  Wal- 
ler, 127  Ala.  557,  54  L.  R.  A.  440;  Knott  v.  Tidyman,  86 
Wis.  164;  Kuelkamp  v.  Bidding,  81  Wis.  503;  Getzlajf  v. 
^eliger,  43  Wis.  297;  Spafford  v.  Janesville,  15  Wis.  474; 
^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCormick,  20  Wis.  265 ;  Stein  v.  Bene- 
Vol.  138  -  24 
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diet  83  Wis.  603;  Shane  v.  Anderson,  57  Wis.  123,  131; 
sec  2832,  Stats.  (1898);  Moore,  Facts,  §§  938-944,  1272. 
The  application  appealed  to  the  equitable  power  of  the  court. 
Reeves  <&  Co.  v.  Kroll,  133  Wis.  196 ;  Purcell  v.  Eleaver,  98 
Wis.  102,  73  N.  W.  322.  The  sale  was  properly  set  aside  for 
inadequacy  of  price.  17  Cyc.  1277;  Collins  v.  Smith,  75 
Wis.  392 ;  Meehan  v.  Blodgett,  86  Wis.  511 ;  11  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.)  650. 

F.  A.  Geiger,  for  the  impleaded  defendant,  Day,  urged  that 
the  court  was  not  justified  in  setting  aside  the  sale  for  inade- 
quacy of  price,  or  upon  any  so-called  "general  equities.''  Hill 
V.  Hoover,  5  Wis.  354,  376 ;  Phillips  v.  Hyland,  102  Wis. 
263;  Meehan  v.  Blodgett,  86  Wis.  511;  17  Cyc.  1278;  Oraf- 
fam  V.  Burgess,  117  U.  S.  180;  2  Freeman,  Executions, 
§  309.  The  court  should  not  in  any  event  have  determined 
this  case  upon  the  summary  motion,  nor  upon  affidavits.  2 
Freeman,  Executions,  §  310 ;  Harrell  v.  Word,  54  6a.  649 ; 
State  Bank  v.  Noland,  13  Ark.  299 ;  Jenkins  v.  Merriweather, 
109  ni.  647 ;  McMinn's  Legatees  v.  Phipps,  3  Sneed,  196 ; 
Anniston  P.  Works  v.  Williams,  106  Ala.  324;  Hooper  v. 
Smith,  74  Wis.  530;  Warren  v.  Stinson,  6  K  Dak.  293;  Day 
V.  Graham,  1  Gilm.  435,  445 ;  Evans  v.  Maury,  112  Pa.  St. 
800;  Media  T.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  185  Pa.  St.  131 ;  LengeH 
V.  Chandnel,  208  Pa.  St.  229 ;  Groner  v.  Smith,  49  Mo.  318. 

Timlin,  J.  The  defendant  Zieger  appeals  from  an  order 
denying  his  motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  entered  upon  cog- 
novit in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  Zieger  and  one 
Reingruber,  while  the  impleaded  defendant,  James  B.  Day, 
a  purchaser  at  execution  sale  under  said  judgment,  appeals 
from  an  order  setting  aside  the  sheriff's  sale  and  the  sheriff's 
deed  to  Mr.  Day  thereon. 

Taking  up  separately  the  appeal  of  Zieger.  It  appears 
that  on  May  11,  1906,  the  plaintiff  Kissinger  had  judgment 
on  cognovit  in  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee  county  against 
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the  defendants  Zieger  and  Reingruber  for  $553.98.  This 
judgment  was  also  docketed  in  the  circuit  court  for  Washing- 
ton county,  and  execution  thereon  from  the  circuit  court  for 
Washington  county  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  that  county  on 
June  4,  1906.  The  defendants  resided  in  Washington 
county,  and  the  sheriff  of  that  county  called  with  the  execu- 
tion at  the  residence  of  Zieger,  and,  not  finding  the  latter  at 
home,  made  demand  of  payment  from  Zieger' 8  wife,  who  was 
a  weak-minded  or  insane  person,  and  thereafter  and  on  June 
12,  1906,  returned  the  execution  wholly  unsatisfied.  Execu- 
tion was  also  issued  from  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county  to  the  sheriff  of  Milwaukee  county,  who  levied  upon 
a  house  and  lot  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  the  property  of  Zie- 
ger, and  on  July  30,  1906,  by  virtue  of  said  execution,  sold 
the  house  and  lot  to  James  B.  Day.  Thereafter  and  on  No- 
vember 7,  1907,  the  sheriff  of  Milwaukee  county  pursuant  to 
such  sale  executed  and  delivered  a  sheriff's  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser. Day.  On  December  3,  1907,  Zieger  commenced  pro- 
ceedings to  vacate  the  judgment,  sheriff's  sale,  and  deed  upon 
aflSdavits  and  a  proposed  answer.  It  appeared  by  the  aflBdavit 
of  Zieger  that  his  Milwaukee  property  so  levied  on  and  sold 
brought  him  an  annual  rental  of  over  $300  and  that  he  owned 
a  homestead  in  Washington  county,  and  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge that  he  had  signed  the  judgment  note  until  he  received 
notice  that  Day  claimed  to  own  said  property  in  the  city  of 
Milwaukee  and  made  demand  on  his  tenants  to  attorn  to  Day. 
He  further  averred  that  no  demand  was  ever  made  upon  him 
to  pay  this  judgment  note  and  that  he  had  no  prior  knowledge 
of  the  entry  of  judgment  thereon  or  the  issue  of  execution ; 
that  Day  was  endeavoring  to  dispose  of  the  property,  asking 
$2,500  for  it,  and  that  the  property  was  worth  not  less  than 
$4,500;  that  there  was  collusion  between  Day  and  the  plaint- 
iff whereby  notice  was  withheld  from  Zieger. 

The  proposed  answer  averred  in  substance  that  the  indebt- 
edness for  which  the  note  was  given  was  that  of  Rcingrubor 
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and  that  Zieger  was  an  accommodation  maker  of  the  note,  and 
that  his  signature  to  the  note  was  procured  while  he  was  in  a 
state  of  intoxication  brought  on  by  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff 
for  that  purpose,  and  that  his  intoxicated  condition  was  such 
that  he  did  not  know  what  he  was  signing,  and  did  not  know 
at  any  time  until  November  26,  1907,  that  the  note  so  signed 
was  a  judgment  note.  He  denied  that  he  had  received  any  no- 
tice from  plaintiff's  attorneys  or  that  any  demand  was  made 
upon  him  for  payment  of  the  note. 

The  plaintiff  showed  in  opposition  that  the  note  referred  to 
in  the  answer  was  given  on  April  24,  1905,  in  renewal  of  a 
prior  note  of  Zieger  and  Reingruber  for  $500,  the  considera- 
tion of  which  was  money  loaned  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  re- 
quest of  Zieger  to  Reingruber.  One  of  plaintiff's  attorneys 
presented  an  affidavit  showing  that  the  note  in  question  was 
received  for  collection  in  the  early  part  of  May,  1906,  and  de- 
mand of  payment  was  made  from  Reingruber  and  attempted 
to  be  made  from  Zieger,  but  the  latter  was  not  found  at  home, 
and  that  on  May  21,  1906,  a  letter  had  been  mailed  by  this 
attorney  to  Zieger  notifying  the  latter  that  judgment  had  been 
entered  upon  the  note.  This  letter  was  properly  mailed  and 
contained  on  the  envelope  a  direction  to  return  the  letter  to  the 
writers  if  not  called  for  within  five  days,  and  the  same  was 
never  returned.  The  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  Milwaukee 
county  was  not  issued  until  after  the  Washington  county  ex- 
ecution was  returned  unsatisfied.  On  July  24,  1907,  Rein- 
gruber was  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  It  appeared  that  Zieger 
lived  about  one  and  a  half  miles  from  the  postoffioe  at  South 
Germantown,  Wisconsin,  and  that  all  first-class  mail  received 
there  addressed  to  Zieger  is  either  delivered  to  him  personally 
or  forwarded  by  the  next  train  after  receipt  thereof  to  Zieger 
at  Rockfield,  Wisconsin,  a  village  about  one  and  a  half  miles 
distant  from  Zieger's  residence.  The  undersheriff  of  Mil- 
waukee county  presented  an  affidavit  that  during  the  time  in 
question  it  was  the  custom  of  that  office  to  notify  the  person 
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upon  whose  property  execution  had  been  levied  either  by  per- 
sonal notice  or  by  mailing  a  copy  of  the  printed  notice  of  sale 
to  such  person,  and  that  to  his  best  recollection  he  mailed  such 
a  copy  to  Zieger  at  the  postoffice  address  given  to  him  by  the 
attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  the  proper  address, 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts  the  circuit  court  properly  refused 
to  vacate  the  judgment.  When  the  motion  was  submitted  for 
decision  to  that  court  it  appeared,  as  indicated  in  the  forego- 
ing statement  of  facts,  that  the  alleged  defense  of  Zieger  with 
reference  to  his  intoxicated  condition  at  the  time  of  signing 
the  note  in  question  and  the  procurement  of  such  signature  by 
plaintiff^s  agent  would  constitute  no  defense  to  the  action 
available  on  this  motion,  because  the  note  so  procured  was 
merely  given  in  renewal  of  a  prior  note  unimpeached  and 
founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration.  Zieger  therefore 
showed  no  equity  to  have  the  judgment  vacated,  no  matter 
what  the  facts  were  as  to  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  entry  of 
the  judgment.  Matteson  v.  Ellsworth,  33  Wis.  488 ;  Eremer 
V.  SponJiolz,  129  Wis.  549, 109  N.  W.  527.  Courts  exercise 
an  equitable  supervision  over  judgments  entered  upon  war- 
rants of  attorney,  and  the  party  moving  to  set  aside  such  judg- 
ment must  show  that  he  has  been  subjected  to  some  injustice 
before  the  court  will  interfere.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to 
aver  mere  technical  errors  or  irregularities.  Van  SteenwycJc 
V.  SacJceit,  17  Wis.  645;  Mclndoe  v.  Hazelton,  19  Wis.  667; 
Herfurth  v.  Biederstaedt,  43  Wis.  633. 

Considering  the  appeal  from  the  order  vacating  the  execu- 
tion sale  and  sheriff's  deed,  it  appears  that  that  order  was 
made  by  the  circuit  court  upon  the  following  grounds  as- 
signed : 

"(1)  By  reason  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  price  paid  by 
James  B.  Day.  (2)  The  general  equities  of  the  case.  (3)  The 
attempts  made  in  Washington  and  Milwaukee  counties  to 
levy  upon  the  personal  property  of  the  defendant  Zieger 
(a)  in  his  absence;  (b)  without  making  personal  demand 
upon  him  for  payment  of  the  execution  upon  said  judgment" 
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It  was  also  conditioned  that  the  defendant  Zieger  pay  to 
the  purchaser,  Day,  the  amount  paid  by  the  latter  for  the 
property,  with  interest  at  six  per  cent,  from  the  date  of  pur- 
chase, and  the  sum  of  $25  attorney  fees,  and  any  further  sum 
paid  by  said  purchaser  for  insurance,  taxes,  and  sheriff's  deed. 
Upon  the  cognovit  judgment  described,  execution  was  issued 
to  the  sheriff  of  Washington  coimty  from  the  circuit  court  for 
Washington  county.  This  was  an  irregularity.  The  execu- 
tion should  have  been  issued  from  the  circuit  court  for  Mil- 
waukee county,  where  the  judgment  roll  lay,  to  the  sheriff  of 
Washington  county.  Sees.  2969,  2971,  Stats.  (1898).  These 
two  executions  might  have  been  issued  at  the  same  time.  Id. 
But  they  were  not  so  issued.  Upon  the  execution  issued  to 
the  sheriff  of  Milwaukee  county,  the  real  property  of  Zieger 
in  the  latter  county  was  sold  to  James  B.  Day  of  Hartford^ 
Washington  county,  on  July  30,  1906,  for  $611.52.  Fifteen 
months  and  eight  days  after  this  date  a  sheriff's  deed  was  ex- 
ecuted to  the  purchaser.  Day.  There  was  evidence  before  the 
court  which  was  entitled  to  credence  that  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty was  $4,000.  The  aflSdavit  of  the  defendant  Zieger  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  this  sale  prior  to 
IN'ovember  27, 1907,  was  before  the  court,  and  it  was  for  that 
court  to  determine  the  question  of  credibility.  There  was 
also  the  fact  sworn  to  by  defendant  Zieger  that  he  did  not 
know  that  the  note  he  had  signed  was  a  judgment  note,  and 
this  statement  is  rendered  probable  by  the  appearance  of  the 
note,  in  which  the  power  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  is 
contained  in  four  lines  of  small  print  following  the  body  of 
the  note,  and  the  whole  instrument  is  signed  at  the  bottom,  the 
same  signature  answering  for  signature  to  the  note  and  signa- 
ture to  the  power  of  attorney.  There  was  the  attempt  to  col- 
lect by  execution  in  Washington  county  from  Reingruber,  the 
principal  debtor,  the  visit  to  Zieger  s  house  in  his  absence,  and 
the  hasty  return  of  the  Washington  execution  without  actual 
notice  to  or  demand  upon  Zieger.  There  was  also  the  possi- 
bility that  the  letter  from  plaintiff's  attorneys  to  Zieger  had 
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miscarried  on  account  of  sending  some  of  Ziegers  mail  to 
Rockfield,  and  there  was  the  failure  to  trace  any  other  direct 
notice  to  Zieger,  together  with  a  lack  of  definite  or  aatisf  ac- 
tory  explanation  of  how  Day,  a  neighbor  of  Zieger,  or  at  least 
one  residing  in  his  county,  came  to  know  of  and  bid  on  this 
sale  in  Milwaukee  county,  ^here  was  also  no  apparent  mo- 
tive dn  the  part  of  Zieger  to  remain  idle  and  allow  his  prop- 
erty to  be  sacrificed  for  this  comparatively  small  sum. 

There  were  also  these  irregularities  existing,  but  not  no- 
ticed by  counsel:  In  the  sheriff's  return  to  the  execution  he 
certifies  that  on  June  16,  1906,  he  advertised  the  property  for 
sale  to  take  place  on  the  30th  of  July,  1906,  by  posting  a 
printed  notice  thereof  in  three  public  places  in  the  ward  in 
which  the  property  was  situated,  and  by  posting  a  printed  no- 
tice thereof  in  three  public  places  in  the  Seventh  ward  of  the 
city  of  Milwaukee  more  than  six  weeks  prior  to  said  sale,  and 
that  he  caused  a  like  notice  to  be  publicly  advertised  for  six 
weeks  successively  by  causing  a  copy  of  such  notice  to  be 
printed  once  in  each  week  during  the  six  weeks  immediately 
preceding  said  sale  in  the  Milwaukee  Sentinel,  a  public  news- 
paper, etc.,  the  first  publication  being  on  June  16,  1906,  and 
he  refers  to  a  copy  of  the  notice  with  the  printer^s  aflSdavit  of 
publication  annexed. 

It  is  only  by  inference  from  the  words  "like  notice"  that 
we  can  gather  that  the  posted  notices  specified  the  hour  of  sale. 
Again,  the  return  on  the  last  execution  shows  that  duplicate 
certificates  of  this  sale  were  made  and  delivered  on  August  9, 
1906.  No  other  proof  of  the  form,  contents,  or  date  of  these 
certificates  of  sheriff's  sale  was  before  the  court.  An  aflSdavit 
showed  that  Day  paid  the  amount  of  his  bid  on  the  day  of  sale, 
but  the  sale  was  not  consummated  until  this  certificate  of  sale 
was  executed  and  delivered  to  the  purchaser.  Briscoe  v. 
York,  53  111.  484.  The  deed  was  issued  to  the  purchaser 
within  fifteen  months  from  August  9,  1906.  This  was  an  ir- 
regularity. 

A  line  of  precedents  on  this  subject  is  that  represented  by 
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Schroeder  v.  Young,  161  U.  S.  334, 16  Sup.  Ct.  512.  These 
are  to  the  effect  that  gross  inadequacy  of  price,  lack  of  actual 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  sale,  conjoined  with  some  irregu- 
larity in  the  proceedings,  are  suflScient  to  warrant  the  court  in 
setting  aside  the  sale.  This  has  been  the  course  of  decision 
in  our  state.  Grede  v.  Dannenfeher,  42  Wis.  78 ;  Collins  v. 
Smith,  75  Wis.  392,  44  N.  W.  510;  Phillips  v.  Hyland,  102 
Wis.  253,  78  K  W.  431. 

We  think  this  is  a  case  where  gross  inadequacy  of  price, 
lack  of  actual  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  sale,  and  some  irreg- 
ularities conjoin  to  uphold  the  decision  of  the  court  below.  A 
point  is  made  that  the  circuit  court  should  not  have  proceeded 
to  set  aside  this  sale  and  sheriff's  deed  upon  afiBdavits  and  or- 
der to  show  cause,  but  should  have  required  the  plaintiff  to 
bring  an  action.  Our  statute  provides  that  in  the  case  of  a 
question  of  fact  arising  upon  such  hearing  the  question  may  be 
referred,  which  means  that  evidence  may  be  taken  and  wit- 
nesses examined.  Subd.  3,  sec.  2864,  Stats.  (1898).  No  re- 
quest was  made  to  have  this  done ;  consequently  that  right  on 
the  part  of  the  appellant  was  waived.  As  a  consequence  we 
think  there  was  no  error  prejudicial  to  the  appellant  Day  in 
this  proceeding. 

By  the  Court. — The  orders  of  the  circuit  court  are  affirmed 
upon  both  appeals,  with  costs  in  favor  of  the  respondent  Kis- 
singer against  the  appellant  Zieger,  and  in  favor  of  the  re- 
spondent Zieger  and  against  the  appellant  Day. 
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Sanitas  CoMPAirr,  Appellant,  vs.  Kiezoeawski,  Respondent. 

Fel)ruary  16— -March  9,  1909. 

Foreign  corporations:  Doing  tusineas  in  this  state:  Pleading:  Find- 
ings of  fact:  Interstate  commerce:  Bales:  Liability  of  agent's 
surety, 

1.  In  an  action  upon  an  agent's  bond,  where  the  answer  denied  the 

corporate  existence  of  plaintiff  and  alleged  that  it  held  itself 
out  to  be  a  foreign  corporation,  a  further  allegation  that  it  had 
transacted  business  in  this  state  under  the  contract  in  question 
In  violation  of  sec.  1770&,  Stats.  (1S9S),  did  not  show  that  the 
contract  was  void,  since  said  section  does  not  apply  to  cases  of 
mere  representation. 

2.  Defendant  might,  however,  prevail  upon  the  defense  so  attempted 

to  be  pleaded,  where  the  court  found  as  a  fact  that  plaintiff  was 
a  foreign  corporation,  and  such  finding  was  not  excepted  to. 
8.  Where  goods  are  sold  outright  by  a  foreign  corporation  to  a  so- 
called  agent  in  this  state  the  transaction  is  interstate  commerce, 
not  affected  by  sec.  1770&,  Stats.  (1898),  but  as  to  any  indebted- 
ness of  the  purchaser  on  such  sales  there  is  no  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  such  purchaser 
should  "well  and  truly  perform  the  duties  of  agent"  for  the  for- 
eign corporation,  and  pay  over  to  it  all  moneys  received  by  him 
"as  such  agent." 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Obren  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed, 

One  Peter  J.  Temes  as  principal,  and  the  defendant  Niez- 
orawsJci  as  surety,  executed  a  bond  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  penal 
sum  of  $200.  The  condition  of  the  bond  was  to  the  effect 
that  if  Temes,  his  heirs  or  personal  representatives,  should 
"well  and  truly  perform  the  duties  of  agent  for  the  said  San- 
Has  Company,  and  pay  over  on  demand  all  moneys  received 
by"  him  "as  such  agent  to  said  Sanitas  Company,  all  without 
delay  or  fraud,"  the  obligation  should  be  void,  "otherwise  to 
be  and  remain  in  full  force." 

The  complaint  alleged  that  said  Temes  collected  for  the  ac- 
count and  use  of  the  plaintiff,  for  merchandise  delivered  by 
the  plaintiff  to  him,  the  sum  of  $1,249.88,  and  that  said 
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Temes  paid  plaintiff  on  such  account  $1,077.38,  which,  with 
other  credits  to  which  Ternes  was  entitled,  left  a  balance  due 
of  $72.50,  for  which  judgment  is  demanded.  The  plaintiff 
further  alleged  that  said  Temes  died  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  leaving  no  estate  of  any  kind  or  descrip- 
tion, and  that  plaintiff  was  a  foreign  corporation  organized 
imder  the  laws  of  Great  Britain. 

The  answer  denied  the  corporate  existence  of  the  plaintiff, 
admitted  the  execution  of  the  bond  and  that  Temes  had  been 
agent  for  the  plaintiff,  transacting  business  in  Wisconsin,  and 
that  he  was  dead.  The  answer  then  alleged  that  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  bond  sued  upon  plaintiff  held  itself  out 
as  a  foreign  corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 
of  the  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  has  ever  since  held  it- 
self out  to  be  such ;  that  its  principal  places  of  business  were 
then  and  now  are  the  cities  of  London  and  New  York ;  that  it 
was  never  organized  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin ;  that  it  had 
never  caused  to  be  filed  in  the  oflSce  of  the  secretary  of  state  of 
W^isconsin  a  duly  authenticated  copy,  or  any  copy,  of  its  char- 
ter or  articles  of  incorporation ;  that  said  contract  affected  the 
personal  liability  of  plaintiff  and  related  to  property  within 
the  state  of  Wisconsin ;  that  plaintiff  had  transacted  business 
under  said  contract  with  the  said  Temes  for  a  number  of 
years ;  and  that  plaintiff  was  not  organized  as  a  corporation 
for  purposes  which  exempted  it  from  filing  a  certified  copy  of 
its  articles  with  the  secretary  of  state. 

The  court  found  that  the  surety  contract  involved  in  the  ac- 
tion was  made,  executed,  and  delivered  in  the  state  of  Wiscon- 
sin by  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
at  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  transacted  business 
in  the  state  of  Wisconsin  and  had  property  within  said  state, 
and  that  it  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  sec. 
17706^  Stats.  (1898).  As  a  conclusion  of  law  the  court 
found  that  the  surety  contract  was  void  and  that  the  com- 
plaint should  be  dismissed. 
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The  only  material  evidence  offered  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
was  to  the  effect  that  between  July  5,  1899,  and  August  29, 
1904,  the  plaintiff  sold  to  said  Temes  disinfectants  to  the 
amount  of  $1,249.88  and  that  there  was  a  balance  due  and  ow- 
ing on  said  account,  over  and  above  payments  and  credits,, 
amounting  to  $72.50.  The  material  evidence  offered  in  de- 
fendant's behalf  was  given  by  the  son  of  the  deceased  Temes,. 
and  was  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  shipped  goods  to  his  father, 
that  they  were  delivered  at  his  house  in  barrels,  and  that  it 
was  his  practice  to  sell  the  contents  of  the  barrels  in  small 
lots,  although  in  the  case  of  a  couple  of  large  consumers  the 
goods  were  shipped  directly  to  them. 

The  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint,  and  assigns  as  error  the  ruling  of  the  court  to  the 
effect  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  under  sec. 
17706,  Stats.  (1898). 

Harry  M.  Silber,  for  the  appellant 

Casimir  Gonskij  for  the  respondent. 

i^ARNES,  J.  The  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant 
surety,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  is  based  upon  the  refusal  of 
Temes  to  pay  over  to  the  plaintiff  moneys  collected  by  him  as 
agent.  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  fairly  show  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  because  of  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tions of  the  bond  sued  on.  To  such  cause  of  action  the  de- 
fense was  attempted  to  be  interposed  that  plaintiff  transacted 
business  in  this  state  in  violation  of  sec.  17706,  Stats.  (1898), 
and  therefore  could  not  recover.  The  defense  was  not  well 
pleaded,  because  the  answer  denied  an  allegation  of  the  com- 
plaint setting  forth  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, and  simply  alleged  that  plaintiff  held  itself  out  to  be 
such  a  corporation.  Sec.  17706  does  not  reach  cases  of  mere 
representation.  The  court  found  that  plaintiff  was  a  foreign 
corporation,  and  the  finding  was  not  excepted  to,  so  the  unac- 
countable denial  of  the  answer  does  not  preclude  defendant 
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from  prevailing  on  the  defense  attempted  to  be  pleaded. 
There  was  evidence  offered  which  was  ample  to  show  that,  if 
the  defendant  was  in  fact  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff, 
it  was  transacting  business  in  violation  of  sec  17706. 

The  answer  expressly  admitted  that  Temes  was  acting  as 
the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  did  not  deny  the  existence  of 
the  indebtedness.  Hence  there  was  no  necessity  for  proof  on 
either  subject.  The  plaintiff,  desiring  no  doubt  to  obviate 
the  defense  attempted  to  be  interposed,  offered  proof  tending 
to  show  the  amount  of  the  balance  due,  and  also  tending  to 
show  that  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  existed  between 
it  and  Temes,  instead  of  that  of  principal  and  agent.  This 
evidence  was  received  without  objection.  It  showed  plainly 
enough  that  Temes,  instead  of  handling  the  goods  shipped 
him  by  plaintiff  as  its  agent,  purchased  such  goods  outright. 
If  this  were  true,  the  business  transacted  between  the  parties 
was  interstate  commerce  pure  and  simple  and  there  was  no 
violation  of  sec.  17706  by  plaintiff.  The  bond,  however,  on 
which  suit  was  brought  restricted  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant to  obligations  incurred  by  Temes  as  agent,  and  did  not 
cover  indebtedness  such  as  was  proved  to  exist  by  the  evidence 
given  on  the  trial. 

The  circuit  court  disposed  of  the  case  upon  the  theory  that 
sec.  17706  had  been  violated;  but,  whichever  view  is  taken, 
the  judgment  is  correct  and  therefore  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed* 
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BosENBSBo^  Appellant,  vs.  McEinnbt,  Eespondent 

F€l>ruary  IQ^Maarch  9, 1909 

Bales:  Fraud:  Election  to  afflrm:  Conversion  of  personaXti^:  Evidence: 
Appeal:  Direction  of  judgment  }>elov>, 

1.  Where  the  purchaser  of  corporate  stock,  after  discovery  of  a 

fraud  whereby  he  was  induced  to  make  the  contract  of  purchase, 
elects  to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  contract  instead  of  to  re- 
scind it,  he  is  liable,  notwithstanding  the  fraud,  for  the  agreed 
purchase  price. 

2.  Defendant's  affirmance,  after  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  of 

his  contract  to  purchase  certain  corporate  stock  is  held  in  this 
case  to  be  so  conclusively  established  by  his  own  evidence  that 
on  reversal  of  a  Judgment  entered  upon  a  verdict  in  his  favor 
the  supreme  court  does  not  order  a  new  trial,  but  directs  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

3.  A  verdict  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  converted 

to  his  own  use  corporate  stock  delivered  to  him  by  defendant  is 
held  to  be  sustained,  although  there  was  conflict  and  confusion 
in  the  evidence  as  to  the  agreement  under  which  it  was  deliv- 
ered and  as  to  plaintiff's  refusal  to  return  it 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Obbbn  T.  Williams,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Plaintiff  sued  on  a  note  dated  May  24,  1906,  due  in  120 
days,  for  $1,000,  which  was  duly  indorsed  to  him  and  of 
which  he  claimed  to  be  an  innocent  holder  for  value  in  due 
course.  Defendant  set  up  that  the  note  was  given  for  certain 
mining  stock  of  the  Standard  Lead  &  Zinc  Smelting  &  Min- 
ing Company,  for  which  he  was  induced  to  pay  $1,000  in 
money  and  to  give  his  four  $1,000  notes  by  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations of  one  Davidor,  an  oflScer  of  the  company.  The 
answer  also  set  up  by  way  of  counterclaim  that  the  plaintiff 
was  indebted  to  him  for  certain  10,000  shares  of  the  stock  so 
purchased  which  had  been  delivered  by  defendant  to  plaintiff 
and  retained  and  converted  by  the  latter.  The  jury  rendered 
a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  and 
also  for  the  defendant  upon  his  counterclaim  for  the  sum  of 
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$760  and  interest,  from  judgment  upon  which  verdict  the 
plaintiff  appeals. 

C.  H.  Hamilton,  ior  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Boden  d  Beuscher, 
and  oral  argument  by  F,  X.  Boden. 

Dodge,  J.  1.  The  trial  and  record  in  this  case  were  con- 
fused and  amplified  by  a  tremendous  amount  of  utterly  irrel- 
evant testimony  and  evidence,  much  of  it  so  inadmissible  that 
it  was  an  abuse  to  occupy  the  court  therewith ;  but,  almost  in- 
cidentally, a  small  amount  of  undisputed  evidence,  mainly 
from  the  defendant  himself,  appears  in  the  record  which  we 
deem  wholly  conclusive  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  upon  the 
cause  of  action  presented  by  the  complaint.  The  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  on  a  note  given  for  part  of  the  purchase  price  of  a 
quantity  of  capital  stock.  The  defense  thereto  is  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  taker  of  the  note  in  stating  to  the  maker  "that 
there  was  no  promotion  stock  in  the  company,  that  defendant 
should  be  elected  a  director,  and  that  all  the  other  directors 
had  paid  for  stock  which  they  held."  This  is  pleaded  as  a  de- 
fense and  as  a  reason  why  defendant  should  be  relieved  from 
his  contract  to  pay  for  the  stock.  It  is  tantamount,  of  course, 
to  rescission.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  statements  were 
false,  were  originally  relied  on,  and  might  constitute  action- 
able fraud,  the  defendant,  when  he  discovered  the  falsity, 
doubtless  had  a  right  of  election  to  promptly  rescind  and  de- 
mand release  from  his  promise  to  pay ;  but  he  equally  had  the 
option  to  retain  that  which  he  had  received,  thereby  afiirming 
the  contract  with  the  accompanying  right  to  recover  such  dam- 
age as  he  had  suffered  by  reason  of  the  fraud.  It  is  estab- 
lished most  conclusively  by  defendant's  own  evidence  that  the 
falsity  of  any  of  these  statements  which  might  have  consti- 
tuted fraud  became  fully  known  to  him  very  shortly  after  the 
purchase  of  the  stock.  He  was  immediately  elected  a  di- 
rector. He  joined  in  a  confederacy  to  place  the  stock  of  him- 
self and  the  other  directors  in  the  hands  of  an  escrow  to  hold 
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the  same  out  of  the  market  in  order  to  facilitate  jobbing  its 
price.  He  had  full  access  to  the  books,  participated  actively 
in  the  examination  of  the  property  which  the  corporation  had 
received  as  a  consideration  for  the  issue  of  this  stock,  learned 
of  the  terms  under  which  one  half  of  the  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion had  been  issued  to  the  seven  directors,  including  himself ; 
80  that,  if  it  met  the  definition  "promotion  stock,"  he  knew  of 
the  fact,  and  he  himself  testified  that  he  learned  as  early  as 
July,  after  the  purchase,  that  the  whole  scheme  was  a  fraudu- 
lent conspiracy.  Meanwhile  he  continued  to  hold  all  rights 
gained  by  the  purchase.  He  availed  himself  of  the  oppor- 
tunity as  a  member  of  what  he  describes  as  a  fraudulent  con- 
spiracy to  manipulate  and  deal  in  what  small  amount  of  the 
stock  of  the  corporation  had  reached  the  general  market,  buy- 
ing and  selling  the  same  in  association  with  Davidor  in  an- 
ticipation of  the  effect  on  its  price  to  be  accomplished  by  ma- 
nipulation by  the  conspirators  of  the  other  stock  of  the  com- 
pany. In  September,  knowing  that  the  plaintiff  had  ac- 
quired ownership  of  this  note,  he  employed  or  requested  him 
to  secure  a  consent  by  the  other  directors  that  the  certificate 
for  his  stock  be  released  from  escrow  so  as  to  place  it  within 
his  own  control,  and  in  consideration  of  their  consent  thereto 
and  his  receipt  of  the  certificate  he  executed  the  following  in- 
strument : 

"In  consideration  of  the  release  from  escrow  of  certificate 
No.  129  in  Standard  Lead  &  Zinc  Smelting  &  Mining  Com- 
pany for  61,428  shares,  I  agree  to  forthwith  deliver  to  said 
company  a  certain  contract  for  the  acquisition  by  me  of 
71,428  shares  of  said  stock,  and  to  accept  said  61,428  and 
10,000  shares  heretofore  delivered,  in  full  satisfaction  of  said 
contract,  and  also  to  deliver  duplicate  escrow  agreement  in  my 
possession.  And  I  further  agree  that  said  stock  is  received 
by  me  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  payment  by  me  of  $5,000 
heretofore  made  by  me  for  said  stock.'* 

From  these  facts,  which  are  undisputed,  no  conclusion  is 
possible  but  that  in  September  the  defendant  with  full  knowl- 
edge elected  to  receive  the  benefits  of  his  contract  instead  of 
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to  rescind  it.  He  himself  testifies  that  the  stock  was  salable 
at  that  time  on  the  market  for  three  or  four  times  as  much  as 
he  paid  for  it,  so  that  his  motive  to  so  elect  was  obvious.  In- 
deed, the  very  counterclaim  upon  which  defendant  recovered 
in  this  action  is  predicated  upon  his  ownership  of  10,000 
shares  of  said  stock,  which  ownership  results  alone  from  the 
existence  of  the  contract,  his  part  of  which  was  to  pay  this 
note  with  others.  The  denial  of  the  validity  of  tbe  note  sued 
on  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  such  action.  Van  Trott  v. 
Wiese,  36  Wis.  439 ;  Herman  v.  Gray,  79  Wis.  182,  48  N.  W. 
113;  Peerless  R.  Co.  v.  Conway,  79  Wis.  622,  48  N.  W.  854; 
Palmer  v.  Banfield,  86  Wis.  441,  56  K  W.  1090;  Smeesters 
V.  Schroeder,  123  Wis.  116,  101  K  W.  363;  Davis  v. 
Schmidt,  126  Wis.  461,  106  K  W.  119;  Fox  v.  Wilkinson, 
133  Wis.  337,  342,  113  K  W.  669.  He  has  elected  to  affirm 
the  contract  by  taking  the  benefits  under  it,  and  must  there- 
fore perform  his  part  of  it;  i.  e.  pay  the  agreed  purchase 
price. 

2.  Upon  the  question  of  the  counterclaim  there  is  no  dis- 
pute that  the  plaintiff  received  from  the  defendant  a  certifi- 
cate for  10,000  shares  of  the  latter's  stock.  The  plaintiff 
says  he  received  it  in  payment  for  his  services  in  obtaining  at 
defendant's  request  release  of  the  rest  of  his  stock  from  de- 
posit in  escrow.  Defendant  denies  the  making  of  any  such 
agreement  and  asserts  with  equal  positiveness  that  he  deliv- 
ered it  to  plaintiff  to  procure  retransfer  in  smaller  amoimts 
convenient  for  sale  in  the  market.  Thus,  while  plaintiff  is  in 
some  measure  corroborated,  there  was  a  sufficient  conflict  of 
evidence  to  support  a  verdict  either  way  upon  the  terms  of  the 
contract  accompanying  the  delivery  of  the  stock  to  the  plaint- 
iff. His  refusal  to  return  it  to  defendant  is  also  supported 
by  some  evidence,  although  involved  in  some  measure  of  con- 
fusion. We  therefore  are  unable  to  convince  ourselves  that 
we  could  be  justified  in  reviewing  the  action  of  the  jury  upon 
this  subject.     We  find  none  of  the  other  assignments  of  error 
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in  any  wise  relevant  to  this  eaxise  of  action,  and  therefore  con- 
clude that  the  yerdiet  on  the  counterclaim  must  stand. 

The  defendant's  affirmance  of  his  contract  to  take  and  pay 
for  the  71,428  shares  of  stock  after  full  knowledge  of  all  of 
the  facts  is  so  conclusively  established  by  his  own  evidence 
that  we  cannot  think  that  a  new  trial  can  be  in  any  wise  neces- 
sary or  proper  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  3071,  Stats. 
(1898).  That  could  not  be  overcome  except  by  testimony  in 
defiance  of  defendant's  own  statem^its  and  admissions.  It 
would  but  open  the  door  to  perjury  to  submit  the  controversy 
to  trial  again.  Hay  v.  Baraboo,  127  Wis.  1,  105  K  W.  654. 
We  think  that  justice  requires  that  this  controversy  be  termi- 
nated, and  that  judgment  be  entered  in  accordance  with  the 
finding  of  the  jury  on  defendant's  counterclaim  and  with  the 
imdisputed  facts  upon  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. 

By  the  Court, — ^Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
of  July  8, 1907^  for  $264.58,  together  with  costs. 


GoBTsoH,  Appellant,  vs.  Inteenational  Harvestee  Com- 
PANT,  Eespondent 

iehruary  ll^March  9,  1909. 

Master  and  servant:  Personal  injury:  Instruction  as  to  operation  of 
machine:  Contril>utory  negligence:  Direction  of  verdict. 

In  an  action  for  Injuries  to  an  employee  who,  while  operating  a 
horlng  machine,  was  struck  by  a  rapidly  revolving  hand  crank 
which  he  had  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  crank  shaft  when 
he  applied  the  power,  direction  of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
is  held  to  have  been  proper,  it  being  established  beyond  dispute 
by  the  evidence  that  plaintiff  had  been  properly  instructed  and 
knew  that  the .  shaft  revolved  when  the  power  was  applied 
and  that  the  danger  from  the  revolving  crank  was  obvious. 
Kerwin,  J.,  dissents. 

Vol.  138-25 
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Appbat.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  0.  Ludwio,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries received  by  plaintiff  while  in  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ant working  at  a  boring  machine.  The  negligence  alleged 
was  failure  to  instruct  and  incompetency  of  the  instructor. 
The  answer  denied  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint. 
After  the  evidence  was  in,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  de- 
fendant and  judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  from  which 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Ernst  von  Briesen 
and  James  A.  Sheridan^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Sheridan. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Charles  A.  Vilas, 
attorney,  and  Bohert  N.  McMynn,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  McMynn. 

Keewin,  J.  It  is  insisted  by  plaintiff  that  the  defendant 
was  negligent  in  failing  to  instruct  the  plaintiff  and  in  fur- 
nishing an  incompetent  instructor,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  know  or  appreciate  the  danger,  and  that  these  questions 
were  questions  for  the  jury ;  while  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant it  is  insisted  that  the  evidence  showed  as  matter  of  law 
that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence  which  proximately 
caused  his  injury. 

It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  description  of  the  machine 
in  question  set  out  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is  substantially 
correct.  This  machine  consisted  of  a  deep  box  bed  of  iron 
four  feet  wide,  nine  feet  long,  and  about  two  feet  six  inches 
high,  which  box  contained  a  shaft  and  bevel  gear  and  sup- 
ported a  table  upon  which  was  placed  the  iron  to  be  bored. 
On  each  end  of  the  machine  is  an  iron  framework,  one  for  the 
support  of  an  adjustable  spindle  head  which  works  the  cutting 
bar,  which  spindle  head  is  adjusted  either  by  power  or  by 
hand,  and  on  the  left  end  of  the  box  bed  is  a  lever  with  a 
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spring  clutch  used  in  adjusting  the  spindle  head.  The  lever 
bar  or  spring  clutch  is  connected  with  the  machinery  in  the 
interior  of  the  box  and  is  used  in  elevating  or  lowering  the 
spindle  head  by  power.  This  lever  is  shifted  from  the  center 
hole  to  the  one  above  when  elevating  the  spindle  head,  and  to 
the  hole  below  when  lowering  it,  the  spring  clutch  dropping 
into  either  hole  as  required.  On  the  left  end  and  in  front  of 
the  box  bed  and  one  and  a  half  feet  from  the  base  line  of  said 
box  is  the  end  of  a  shaft  which  carries  a  hand  crank  ubout 
thirteen  inches  in  length,  which  when  on  the  shaft  extends  out 
about  six  inches.  This  shaft  is  connected  with  the  machin- 
ery used  for  elevating  and  lowering  the  spindle  head.  The 
crank  is  used  upon  this  shaft  when  slight  adjustments  of  the 
cutting  bar  are  made.  The  shaft  is  so  adjusted  to  the  ma- 
chinery on  the  inside  of  the  box  that  it  is  disconnected  when 
the  clutch  is  in  the  center  hole  and  revolves  very  rapidly  when 
it  is  in  the  upper  or  lower  hole  and  the  power  applied.  The 
plaintiff  had  been  at  work  on  this  machine  about  two  and  one- 
half  days.  In  doing  the  work  of  applying  the  power  to  ele- 
vate or  lower  the  cutting  bar  it  was  necessary  to  stand  in  front 
of  the  crank  shaft.  Immediately  above  the  crank  shaft  was 
a  lever  used  to  start  the  machine  when  elevating  the  cutting 
bar.  At  the  time  of  the  injury,  plaintiff,  in  applying  the 
power  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  cutting  bar,  was  in  such 
position  that  the  crank,  being  upon  the  shaft  when  the  power 
was  applied,  revolved  with  great  rapidity  and  struck  him, 
causing  the  injury  complained  of;  so  it  appears  that  the  in- 
jury was  caused  by  permitting  the  crank  to  remain  upon  the 
shaft  while  plaintiff  was  adjusting  the  cutting  bar.  The  op- 
eration of  raising  and  lowering  the  cutting  bar  was  for  the 
purpose  of  removing  the  finished  piece  and  placing  another  in 
the  machine  to  be  bored  or  milled.  When  plaintiff  began  his 
work  defendant  furnished  one  Janzen  to  instruct  him,  and 
Janzen  spent  several  hours  showing  plaintiff  how  to  operate 
the  machine,  and  went  through  the  process  of  putting  in,  fin- 
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ishing,  and  taking  out  at  least  two  pieces  of  easting  which  in- 
volved the  entire  operation  necessary.  Janzen  testified  that 
he  instructed  plaintiff  that  the  crank  must  be  taken  off  and 
laid  aside  when  not  in  use,  and  that  he  did  so  in  giving  him  in- 
structions. Plaintiff  was  thirty-five  years  of  age,  a  boxmaker 
by  trade,  a  man  of  at  least  average  intelligence,  had  worked 
some  on  a  farm,  and  also  on  a  lathe  for  a  street  car  company. 
Respecting  the  incompetency  of  the  instructor,  Janzen,  lit- 
tle need  be  said.  While  it  is  true  he  was  not  very  familiar 
with  the  details  of  the  machine,  it  is  also  clear  from  the  evi- 
dence that  he  was  perfectly  familiar  with  its  operation  so  far 
as  such  oi>eration  had  any  connection  with  the  injury  in  ques- 
tion. The  only  complaint  of  failure  to  instruct  is  with  refer- 
ence to  the  removal  of  the  crank  or  warning  to  the  plaintiff 
that  it  was  dnngerous  or  would  revolve  rapidly  when  the 
power  was  applied  to  raise  or  lower  the  cutting  bar.  The  po- 
sition of  the  plaintiff  when  operating  was  directly  in  front  of 
the  crank  shaft,  and,  while  he  denies  he  was  instructed  to  take 
it  off  or  was  informed  that  it  was  dangerous  to  leave  it  on 
while  the  power  was  being  applied,  he  admits  that  he  did  take 
it  off  every  time  he  operated  the  machine  before  the  time  of 
injury,  but  claims  he  did  so  because  it  was  in  his  way  and  not 
because  he  knew  it  was  dangerous  to  leave  it  on.  He  testified 
that  he  finished  ten  or  eleven  jobs  before  the  injury;  that  the 
crauk  stood  out  about  six  or  eight  inches ;  that  he  did  not  take 
it  off  the  last  time  because  he  did  not  see  it ;  that  it  must  have 
hung  down.  It  also  appears  from  the  evidence  that  when  he 
was  operating  under  the  instruction  of  Janzen  he  took  off  the 
crank.     The  plaintiff  testified* 

"I  watched  Janzen  as  much  as  I  could  when  he  showed  me 
how  to  work  the  machine,  and  did  just  as  he  showed  me,  and 
each  time  that  I  did  a  piece  of  work  after  the  first  two  I  did 
it  in  the  way  Janzen  had  8ho\^  me.  I  took  off  the  craaik 
each  time  because  it  was  in  the  way — stood  out.  It  was  hand- 
ier for  the  operator  who  worked  at  the  machine  to  go  around 
the  machine.  It  stood  out  about  six  or  eight  inches.  I  no- 
ticed from  the  beginning  that  it  was  in  the  way.     I  took  off 
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the  crank  every  time  imtil  the  last  time.  I  did  not  take  it  oiT 
the  last  time  because  I  did  not  see  it.  It  must  have  hung 
down  that  I  did  not  see  it.  The  ten  or  eleven  different  jobs 
that  I  did  were  aU  bored  alike.  I  don't  know  whether  they 
were  the  same,  but  I  bored  them  all  alike,  and  they  were  put 
on  just  the  same  as  the  one  Janzen  first  showed  me." 

He  admitted  that  after  the  injury  he  said,  "Why  didn't  I 
take  off  that  crank  ?  "  There  is  also  evidence  that  he  stated 
after  the  injury  that  he  got  hurt  because  he  forgot  to  take  off 
the  crank.  He  does  not  deny  this,  but  says  that  he  does  not 
remember  whether  he  made  such  statement  or  not.  On  the 
other  hand,  he  denies  that  anybody  ever  told  him  to  take  off 
the  crank,  or  that  he  ever  saw  Janzen  or  any  one  else  take  it 
off,  or  that  he  knew  the  crank  shaft  revolved  when  the  power 
was  applied. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  during  the  forenoon,  or 
the  greater  part  of  it,  while  Janzen  was  instructing  him,  all 
the  movements  necessary  in  operating  the  machine  were  gone 
through  with  in  the  presence  pf  the  plaintiff,  and  at  least  two 
or  three  castings  completed,  after  which  plaintiff  admitted  he 
imderstood  the  operation  of  the  machine.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  crank  and  shaft  were  in  plain  view  and  operated 
while  plaintiff  was  receiving  instructions,  and  his  own  testi- 
mony with  reference  to  taking  off  the  crank  at  all  times  prior 
to  the  time  of  injury,  and  his  statement  that  in  managing  and 
operating  the  machine  he  strictly  followed  the  instructions  of 
Janzen,  it  is  considered  by  the  court  that  it  is  established  be- 
yond practical  dispute  that  plaintiff  was  instructed  as  testi- 
fied to  by  Janzen,  and  knew  the  crank  shaft  revolved  when 
the  power  was  applied  but  forgot  to  remove  the  orank.  Upon 
the  evidence,  the  principal  material  part  of  which  has  been 
heretofore  referred  to,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
court  below  was  right  in  directing  a  verdict  for  defendant, 
and,  especially  in  view  of  the  deference  due  to  the  lower  court 
upon  the  subject,  its  ruling  in  that  regard  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed. 

The  main  argument  of  counsel  for  appellant  is  that  plaint- 
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iff  was  not  warned  of  the  particular  danger,  and  that  although 
it  be  admitted  that  he  was  instructed  to  take  off  the  crank 
when  applying  the  power  to  raise  or  lower  the  bar,  still  he 
ought  to  have  been  warned  of  the  danger  of  not  taking  off  the 
crank,  namely,  that  the  crank  shaft  would  revolve  with  great 
rapidity  when  the  power  was  applied  to  raise  or  lower  the 
bar.  If  plaintiff  knew,  or  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
should  have  known,  that  the  crank  shaft  would  revolve  rap- 
idly when  the  power  was  applied,  then  it  seems  clear  that  he 
was  apprised  of  the  danger,  because  the  danger  of  being  struck 
by  the  rapidly  revolving  crank  when  he  was  in  close  proxim- 
ity to  it  in  operating  the  lever  was  perfectly  apparent,  and  no 
further  instruction  in  that  regard  was  necessary. 

In  the  foregoing  opinion  I  have  endeavored  to  state  the 
views  of  the  court.  My  individual  opinion  is  that  the  case 
should  have  been  sent  to  the  jury  on  the  questions  of  suffi- 
ciency of  instructions,  failure  to  warn,  and  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  plaintiff. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 


Ellinger,  Appellant,  vs.  Equitable  Life  Assurance  So- 
ciety OF  THE  United  States,  Respondent. 

February  17— March  9,  1909, 

Discovery:  Examination  of  adverse  party  before  issue  joined:  Discre- 
tion: Unnecessary  examination:  Life  insurance:  Apportionment 
of  surplus,  etc.,  to  semi-tontine  policy:  Pleading. 
• 

1.  If  a  party  la  entitled  to  the  examination  authorized  by  sec.  4096, 

Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  to  enable  him  to  plead,  it  should  be  allowed 
without  reference  to  his  ulterior  motives,  his  good  faith  or  bad 
faith;  the  court  having  ample  power  to  protect  the  opposite 
party  against  unnecessary  or  Improper  examination. 

2.  The  affidavit  of  the  party  seeking  such  examination  is  not  con- 

clusive upon  the  trial  court  as  to  the  matters  necessary  to  en- 
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able  him  to  plead;  and  such  court  may  in  its  discretion  limit 
the  subjects  to  which  the  examination  shall  extend  or  may 
forbid  the  examination  entirely,  and  its  decision  will  not  be 
disturbed  unless  there  was  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  due  on  a  matured  semi-tontlne 
life  Insurance  policy,  including  the  surplus  or  profits  which 
should  equitably  be  apportioned  thereto,  plaintiff  sought  to  ex- 
amine defendant's  actuary,  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906), 
in  order  to  enable  plaintiff  to  plead.  It  appearing  from  plaint- 
iff's affidavit  that  he  had  had  Inspection  of  defendant's  books 
showing  the  whole  number  of  such  policies  Issued,  the  amount 
and  items  thereof,  the  total  premiums,  the  forfeitures  by  lapse^ 
and  the  total  payments  of  expenses  and  benefits.  It  is  held  that 
the  proposed  examination  is  unnecessary,  since  plaintiff  has 
sufficient  information  to  enable  him  to  frame  his  complaint, 
claiming  a  specific  sum. 

i.  The  plaintiff  in  such  case  may,  if  he  so  elect,  plead  by  claiming 
an  Indeterminate  or  indefinite  sum  approximating  a  stated 
amount,  and  cast  the  burden  upon  the  defendant  to  account  for 
the  surplus  and  profits  promised  by  the  contract  of  insurance. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county:  Wakben  D.  Taerant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  an  order  staying  and  restraining  a  pro- 
ceeding by  the  plaintiff  to  examine  the  defendant's  actuary  be- 
fore issue  joined,  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898),  as  amended 
by  ch.  29,  Laws  of  1899,  and  ch.  244,  Laws  of  1901. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  KronshagCj  McOov- 
em,  Ooff,  Fritz  &  Eannan,  attorneys,  and  Arthur  F.  Belitz, 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Theodore  Kronshage, 

Among  other  references  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant  were 
the  following:  Sec.  4183,  Stats.  (1898);  Schmidt  v.  Mena- 
8ha  W.  W.  Co.  92  Wis.  529,  66  N".  W.  695 ;  State  v.  Baetz,  86 
Wis.  29,  56  K  W.  329 ;  Williams  M.  &  R.  Co.  v.  Raynor,  38 
Wis.  132 ;  Phipps  v.  Wis.  Cent.  R.  Co.  133  Wis.  153,  113  K 
W.  456;  sec.  4186,  Stats.  (1898);  Winner  v.  Bauman,  28 
Wis.  663;  Nichols  v.  McGeoch,  78  Wis.  360,  47  N.  W.  372; 
Richards  v.  Allis,  82  Wis.  509,  52  K  W.  593. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  WinMer,  Flanders, 
Bottum  £  FaiLsett^  and  oral  argument  by  C.  F.  Fawsett. 
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Timlin,  J.  This  cause  was  before  the  court  in  125  Wis. 
643,  104  N.  W.  811,  where,  in  a  proceeding  by  the  plaintiflF 
under  sec.  4183,  Stats.  (1898),  to  obtain  inspection  and 
copies  of  books,  papers,  and  documents,  the  defendant  was  al- 
lowed to  examine  the  plaintiff  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898), 
as  amended  by  ch.  39,  Laws  of  1899,  and  ch.  244,  Laws  of 
1901.  Again  in  132  Wis.  259,  111  N.  W.  567,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  permitted  to  proceed  to  obtain  an  inspection  and 
copies.  Having  procured  such  inspection  and  copies,  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  examine  the  defendant's  actuary  by  oral 
examination  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898),  in  order  to  en- 
able the  plaintiff  to  plead.  The  circuit  court,  as  stated,  re- 
strained and  in  effect  forbade  this  examination  by  the  order 
appealed  from.  This  order  was  made  upon  the  affidavit  made 
and  SOTved  with  tiie  notice  of  the  proposed  examination  re- 
quired by  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898),  and  other  affidavits  in  aid 
and  opposed  and  recited  in  the  order.  It  is  claimed  on  the 
part  of  the  respondent  that  these  affidavits  and  papers  taken 
together  show  that  the  proposed  examination  was  not  applied 
for  in  good  faith  and  was  merely  vexatious,  but  we  do  not  find 
it  necessary  to  pass  on  that  question.  All  lawsuits  are  some- 
what vexatious,  and  we  do  not  approve  of  the  practice  of  in- 
jecting a  claim  or  issue  of  this  kind  into  the  special  proceed- 
ings and  thus  multiplying  the  issues.  If  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the  examination  to  enable  him  to  plead,  it  should  be 
allowed  without  reference  to  his  ulterior  motives,  his  good 
faith  or  bad  faith.  Sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898),  as  construed  by 
this  court,  affords  ample  protection  against  unnecessary  or 
improper  examination  without  recourse  to  such  recrimination. 

In  Badger  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Daly,  137  Wis.  601,  119  N.  W. 
328,  it  was  decided  that  the  statement  in  the  affidavit  of  the 
party  seeking  examination  that  the  matters  sought  to  be  dis- 
closed are  necessary  to  enable  him  to  plead  is  not  conclusive 
upon  the  circuit  court,  and  that  that  court  may  in  its  discre- 
tion limit  the  examination  so  as  to  exclude  even  relevant  mat- 
ter if  such  matter  docs  not  appear  to  be  necessary  to  enable 
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the  party  to  plead,  or  if  for  any  other  reason  recognized  by 
law  it  would  be  improper  for  the  plaintiff  at  that  stage  in  the 
Action  to  proceed  with  the  examination.  In  the  case  last  cited 
the  order  forbade  any  part  of  the  proposed  examination,  and 
under  the  authority  of  that  case  the  order  in  the  instant  case 
<3annot  be  reversed  unless  there  api)ears  to  have  been  an  abuse 
of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  circuit  court. 

From  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  made  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  the  examination  in  question  it  appeared  that  he 
lield  a  twenty-year  semi-tontine  life  insurance  policy  in  the 
defendant  company  dated  March  11,  1884,  which  matured 
March  10, 1904,  a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to  the  affidavit. 
To  induce  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  said  contract  the  defend- 
ant made  certain  fabe  and  fraudulent  representations  with 
reference  to  the  amount  which  plaintiff  would  receive  at  the 
end  of  the  tontine  period.  This  amount  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  at  the  end  of  said  period,  and  instead  offered  an 
amount  of  $9,122.70,  which  is  less  than  the  plaintiff  is  justly 
entitled  to.  The  tontine  dividend  period  for  the  policy  as 
stipulated  therein  was  to  expire  March  10,  1904.  No  divi- 
dend was  to  be  allowed  or  paid  on  the  policy  unless  the  as- 
sured survived  the  tontine  period  and  the  policy  was  then  in 
force;  and,  further: 

"That  all  surplus  or  profits  derived  from  such  policies  on 
the  semi-tontine  plan  as  shall  not  be  in  force  at  the  date  of  the 
completion  of  their  respective  tontine  dividend  periods  shall 
be  apportioned  equitably  among  such  policies  as  shall  com- 
plete their  tontine  dividend  periods." 

This  is  quite  vague,  and  from  its  words  alone  it  would  be 
quite  difficult  to  say  whether  the  surplus  or  profits  from  all 
«emi-tontine  policies  outstanding  on  March  11,  1884,  and 
•thereafter  written  up  to  March  9,  1904,  and  not  in  force 
March  10,  1904,  should  be  applied  on  this  policy,  or  whether 
the  semi-tontine  policies  therein  referred  to  were  only  those 
of  a  class  having  the  same  tontine  period,  or  a  class  maturing 
at  some  date  or  between  some  dates  not  specified,  or  it  might 
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rr-fcT  to  policies  of  this  kind  written  at  a  date  or  between  some 
dalr*H  not  specified.  The  amount  of  surplus  or  profit  to  be 
ai>[X)rtionod  in  any  case  would  be  a  matter  particularly  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  and  not  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  plaintiff.  But  in  his  affidavit  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  the  examination  the  plaintiff  discloses: 
{1)  That  he  has  had  inspection  of  the  books  of  the  de- 
fraud ant.  (2)  That  defendant  began  writing  these  semi- 
tontine  policies  in  1882  and  discontinued  writing  them  in 
ISDO,  and  that  their  tontine  periods  were  ten,  fifteen,  and 
twenty  years.  (3)  These  policies  were  upon  defendant's 
books  separated  into  three  classes  corresponding  to  the  tontine 
I)criods  mentioned,  and  further  classified  with  reference  to 
tli(;ir  year  of  issue.  (4)  This  was  kept  up  on  said  books 
until  shortly  before  1892,  the  time  of  maturity  of  the  earliest, 
policies  of  the  ten-year  class,  when  the  mode  of  bookkeeping 
was  changed,  and  the  accumulation  summaries  of  all  classes 
of  policies  were  merged  and  consolidated  upon  the  books  and 
the  defendant  estimated  or  assumed  an  hypothetical  amount 
of  surplus  and  profits,  out  of  which  and  according  to  which 
settlements  were  made  and  surplus  and  profits  paid  upon  ma- 
turing semi-tontine  policies.  (5)  These  books  do  not  dis- 
close to  plaintiff  facts  or  information  sufficient  to  determine- 
whether  this  is  an  equitable  apportionment  of  the  surplus  or 
profits  and  so  enable  him  to  frame  his  complaint. 

Kight  here  we  must  differ  with  appellant.  If  this  does  not 
furnish  him  sufficient  information  to  enable  him  to  plead,  it 
is  hard  to  say  what  would  do  so.  There  is  no  suggestion  that 
the  bi>oks  are  false  or  forged.  He  has  the  written  contract,, 
tlu'  whole  numl>er  of  policies  issued,  the  amount  thereof,  the 
items  making  up  this,  the  total  premiums,  the  forfeitures  by 
lapse,  and  the  total  payments  of  expenses  and  benefits.  That 
the  items  are  numerous  or  the  totals  vast  can  make  no  differ- 
f^noe  where  the  data  are  prt^sent,  the  system  is  ap])arent,  and 
the  work  of  footing  is  done.     Whether  or  not  the  mode  of 
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computation  of  surplus  and  profits  based  on  these  data  and 
employed  by  defendant  is  wrong  is  a  question  arising  upon 
the  merits,  but  not  necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  plead. 
It  involves  the  whole  merits  of  the  controversy,  and  these 
questions  are  not  before  the  court  at  this  stage  of  the  litiga- 
tion. 

To  the  foregoing  averments  the  plaintiff  adds  in  his  affi- 
davit : 

"That  notwithstanding  the  defendant  in  the  year  1892  and 
from  year  to  year  thereafter  continued  to  compute  reserve 
values  and  to  apportion  surplus  and  profits  on  the  merger  ba- 
sis and  hypothetical  or  estimated  fund  adopted  in  1892,  it 
continued  to  enter  and  carry  in  its  original  records  separate 
accounts  and  data  for  each  class  and  year  of  said  semi-tontinc 
policies  .in  the  same  manner  as  it  had  done  at  all  times  prior  to 
the  year  1892." 

The  object  in  presenting  this  is  not  apparent.  Its  effect 
would  be  to  enable  appellant  to  make  a  computation  of  the 
amount  due  upon  his  policy  upon  various  bases  of  computa- 
tion, or  to  show  that  the  defendant  placed  a  certain  construc- 
tion upon  this  policy.  Other  averments  in  the  affidavit  need 
not  be  mentioned,  but  we  may  say  in  passing  that  all  entries, 
charges,  expenses,  or  payments  appearing  upon  said  books 
which  the  plaintiff  knows  or  believes  to  be  mistaken  or  wrong 
may  be  rejected  by  him  in  making  his  claim  in  the  complaint. 
Hence  the  presence  of  such  averments  as  these  in  the  affidavit 
does  not  strengthen  it.  We  must  hold  that,  upon  the  face  of 
the  affidavit  presented  by  the  plaintiff,  he  shows  that  he  has 
possession  of  aU  the  data  necessary  for  him  to  plead,  claiming 
a  specific  sum  in  his  complaint  On  the  other  hand,  the  na- 
ture of  the  contract  of  insurance  disclosed  by  the  affidavit  is 
such  that  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he  so  elect,  plead  by  claiming 
an  indeterminate  or  indefinite  sum  approximating  a  stated 
amount  and  cast  the  burden  upon  the  defendant  to  account 
for  the  surplus  and  profits  promised  by  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance.    North  Side  L.  &  B.  8oc.  v.  NakielsM,  127  Wis.  539, 
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644,  106  N.  W.  1097;  SomervaiU  v.  McDermoU,  116  Wis. 
504,  93  N.  W.  553;  Me^r  v.  Garihwaite^' 92  Wis.  671,  66 
N.  W.  704;  Schwickerath  v.  Lohen,  48  Wis.  699,  4  N.  W. 
805 ;  Joy  v.  Walker,  29  Vt  267. 

The  conclusion  of  the  affiant  to  the  effect  that  the  informa- 
tion sought  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to  make  his  complaint 
is  not  binding  upon  the  circuit  court,  and  in  this  case  we  think 
it  is  affirmatively  shown  that  the  examination  sought  is  not 
necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  frame  a  complaint,  but 
goes  to  the  detail  evidence  perhaps  relevant  upon  a  trial  for 
the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  adjustment  of  surplus  and 
profits  to  this  policy  made  by  the  defendant,  if  perchance  de- 
fondant  should  answer  as  apparently  anticipated  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Upon  the  authority  of  Badger  B.  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Daly^  137 
Wis.  601,  119  ]Sr.  W.  328,  the  order  appealed  from  must  be 
affirmed* 

By  the  Court. — ^The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 


PiOTEOWSKi,  Appellant,  vs.   Czerwinski  and  others,  Re- 
spondents. 

February  It^March  9,  1909. 

Setoff:  Equitable  counterclaim  against  claim  of  nonresident  insolvent, 

1.  A  court  of  equity  will  permit  an  equitable  setoff  when  Justice  re- 

quires it,  even  in  a  case  not  coming  within  the  .statute  of  set- 
oJfe. 

2.  In  an  action  upon  promissory  notes,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 

not  a  hona  fide  holder,  it  appeared  that  the  payee,  who  was  the 
real  party  in  Interest,  was  a  nonresident*  was  insolvent,  and 
was  indebted  to  the  several  defendants,  residents  of  this  state, 
in  sums  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  notes  sued  on,  and  that 
if  they  could  not  set  oft  such  debts  due  from  him  they  must  lose 
them  altogether.  Beld,  that  the  court  properly  allowed  such 
debts  to  be  set  oft  as  equitable  counterclaims  In  the  action. 
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[3.  Whether,  the  Indebtedness  of  defendants  on  the  notes  being  joint, 
and  the  indebtedness  of  the  payee  being  to  them  severally,  the 
latter  would  constitute  legal  counterclaims,  is  not  determined.] 

4.  Any  one  of  the  defendants  in  such  case  might  set  off  his  entire 

claim  against  that  of  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  reduce  the  amount 
he  might  be  called  upon  to  pay  upon  an  execution. 

5.  The  offsetting  of  such  claims  would  bar  defendants  from  there- 

after maintaining  an  action  against  the  payee  of  the  notes  in 
suit  upon  the  claim  so  offset 

Appeai*  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Waeren  D.  Tarkant,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  court  found  that  on  October  4,  1904,  the  defendants 
executed  and  delivered  to  Ignatz  Kowalski  their  promissory 
note  for  $275,  which  became  due  January  2,  1905,  and  that 
on  the  same  date  they  executed  another  note  for  a  like  sum, 
which  became  due  March  2,  1905,  and  that  the  consideration 
for  which  said  notes  were  given  to  said  Kowalski  was  an  in- 
debtedness due  him  from  the  Polish  Publishing  Company,  a 
corporation  in  which  the  defendants  were  interested,  and  that 
said  defendants  were  not  jointly  indebted  to  said  Kowalski 
at  the  time  said  notes  were  given ;  that  at  the  time  the  notes 
were  executed  all  of  the  parties  resided  at  Milwaukee,  Wis- 
consin, but  that  about  a  month  thereafter  said  Kowalski  re- 
moved to  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  ever  since  has  been  and 
still  is  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Illinois ;  that  the  plaintiff  is 
an  attorney  at  law  residing  in  Chicago,  and  that  he  purchased 
the  note  first  maturing  after  it  became  due,  and  purchased  the 
second  of  said  notes  before  the  same  became  due,  but  took  the 
same  with  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  all  equities  existing 
between  said  Kowalski  and  the  defendants;  that  said  Ko- 
walski commenced  an  action  on  the  note  due  January  2, 1905, 
and  that  the  same  was  dismissed  because  of  his  failure  to  com- 
ply with  an  order  requiring  him  to  file  security  for  costs,  and 
judgment  for  costs  amounting  to  $32.20  was  recovered  against 
him  in  said  action ;  that  prior  to  the  date  of  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  said  notes  said  Kowalski  was  indebted  to  the  de- 
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fendant  Stanley  E.  Czerwinski  in  the  sum  of  $102.23,  to- 
gether with  interest  thereon,  and  to  the  defendant  Albert  H. 
Czerwinski  in  tlie  sum  of  $171.75,  with  interest,  and  to  tiie 
defendant  Max  Dominski  in  the  sum  of  $311,  and  to  the  de- 
fendant John  Gawin  in  the  sum  of  $112.95 ;  that  said  Ko- 
walflki  is  now,  and  ever  since  the  maturing  of  each  of  said 
notes  has  been,  insolvent;  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  and  was  not 
a  bona  fide  holder  of  either  of  said  notes,  and  that  said  Ko- 
walski  is  the  real  and  sole  owner  of  the  same ;  that  plaintiff  is 
only  interested  therein  as  attorney  for  Kowalski ;  that  plaint- 
iff paid  not  more  than  the  sum  of  $100  for  the  note  first  ma- 
turing, and  not  to  exceed  $150  on  the  second  of  said  notes. 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  that  the  sums  due  to 
the  several  defendants  from  said  Kowalski  constituted  equita- 
ble counterclaims  of  said  defendants  against  any  sum  found 
to  be  due  upon  the  notes  in  suit,  and  that  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint 

No  bill  of  exceptions  was  settled  in  tlie  case,  so  that  the 
findings  of  the  court  are  verities.  The  error  assigned  is  that 
the  findings  of  fact  do  not  support  the  conclusions  of  law  and 
the  judgment  entered  thereon. 

For  the  ajipollant  there  was  a  brief  by  Markham  &  SchoeU- 
kopf,  and  oral  argument  by  Henry  SchoelVcopf, 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Churchill,  Ben- 
nett dc  Churchill,  and  oral  argument  by  W,  H.  Churchill. 

Barnes,  J.  Under  the  findings  made  by  the  court  this  ac- 
tion might  well  have  been  dismissed  under  the  provisions  of 
sec.  2605,  Stats.  (1898),  because  not  brought  by  the  real 
party  in  interest  and  because  it  was  not  shown  that  the  plaint- 
iff came  within  any  of  the  exceptions  contaihed  in  the  statuta 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  that  the  findings  do  not 
support  the  judfirment.  From  them  it  appears  that  Kowalski 
is  a  nonresident;  that  he  is  insolvent;  that  he  honestly  owes 
tlie  dofendimts  suras  excecdin<r  the  amount  of  the  notes  sued 
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on ;  and  that  if  they  cannot  set  oflf  the  indebtedness  due  from 
tim  against  the  plaintiff  they  must  lose  it  altogether. 

Subd.  3,  sec.  2656,  provides  that,  where  a  plaintiff  is  a  non- 
Tesident  of  the  state,  any  cause  of  action  arising  within  the 
fltate  and  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  may  be 
pleaded  as  a  counterclaim,  with  one  exception  not  material 
here.  Sec.  2606  provides  that^  in  case  of  an  assignment  of  a 
•thing  in  action,  the  action  of  the  assignee  shall  be  without 
prejudice  to  any  setoff  or  other  defense  existing  at  the  time 
•or  before  notice  of  the  assignment  The  section  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  negotiable  promissory  note  transferred  in  good  faith 
before  due.  Sec.  4258  provides  the  cases  in  which  a  demand 
l)y  one  party  may  be  set  off  as  a  defense  in  whole  or  in  part 
to  the  demands  of  the  other.  If  the  action  or  counterclaim 
be  founded  upon  a  contract,  such  setoff  must  be  founded  on 
contract,  express  or  implied,  and  must  be  due  to  the  parly  in 
Tiis  own  right,  and  must  have  existed  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  and  must  have  then  belonged  to  the 
party  claiming  to  set  off  the  same. 

Subd.  5  of  the  section  reads : 

"If  the  action  or  counterclaim  be  founded  upon  a  contract, 
other  than  a  negotiable  promissory  note  or  bill  of  exchange, 
w^hich  has  been  assigned  to  the  party  a  demand  existing 
against  such  party  or  any  assignor  of  such  contract,  at  the 
time  of  his  assignment  thereof  and  belonging  to  the  opposite 
party,  in  good  faith  before  notice  of  such  assignment,  may  be 
-set  off  to  the  amount  otherwise  recoverable  upon  such  contract 
if  the  demand  be  such  as  might  have  been  set  off  against  the 
party  or  assignor  while  the  contract  belonged  to  him." 

Sec.  4264  provides  that  setoff  shall  be  pleaded  as  a  counter- 
claim. 

If  the  indebtedness  from  Kowalski  to  the  defendants  was 
a  joint  indebtedness  due  them,  there  could  be  no  question 
about  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  set  the  same  up  as  a  coun- 
terclaim in  this  action.  There  is  authority  which  holds  tliat, 
<under  statutes  permitting  setoffs  and  counterclaims  to  bo 
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pleaded,  any  defendant  may  plead  any  proper  matter  that  13^ 
the  subject  of  setoff  or  counterclaim  in  reduction  of  damages- 
which  the  plaintiff  might  otherwise  be  entitled  to  recover, 
where  the  action  is  brought  on  a  joint  and  several  liability 
against  several  defendants.  Pomeroy,  Code  Rem.  (3d  ed.) 
§§  755,  761;  Wilson  v.  Exchange  Bank,  122  Ga.  495,  50  S. 
E.  357;  Austin  v.  Peland,  8  Mo.  309;  Leach  v.  Lambeth,  14 
Ark.  6G8.  And  in  Powell  v.  Eogue,  8  B.  Mon.  443,  it  is. 
held,  under  like  statutes,  that  one  of  several  defendants  sued 
upon  a  joint  note  may  set  off  a  demand  due  to  himself  iroTOf 
the  plaintiff  against  the  demand  due  upon  the  joint  note.  In 
the  case  at  bar  the  trial  court  held  that  the  matter  set  up  ia 
the  answers  of  the  defendants  constituted  equitable  counter- 
claims, and  offset  the  amounts  due  thereon  against  the- 
amounts  due  upon  the  notes.  The  indebtedness  of  the  de- 
fendants being  joint,  the  trial  court  was  evidently  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  causes  of  action  set  forth  in  the  answers  of  the 
defendants  did  not  constitute  legal  counterclaims. 

The  judgment  rendered  by  the  circuit  court  was  correct. 
The  payee  named  in  the  notes  was  a  nonresident  and  was  in- 
solvent Assuming  that  the  defendants  could  not  counteiv 
claim  at  law,  it  was  within  the  province  of  a  court  of  equity,, 
and  it  was  entirely  proper  for  it,  to  afford  the  relief  granted 
against  the  insolvent  debtor.  Smith  v,  Dickinso7i,  100  Wis. 
574,  578,  76  K  W.  7 Q6 ;  Pendleton  v.  Beyer,  94  Wis.  31,  68 
N.  W.  415 ;  SeligTnann  v.  HeUer  Bros.  C.  Co.  69  Wis.  410, 
34  K  W.  232. 

^^A  court  of  equity  will  permit  such  equitable  setoff  when- 
ever justice  requires  it,  even  in  a  case  not  coming  within  the- 
statute  of  setoffs."  Jones  v.  Pierdng,  85  Wis.  264,  268,  55- 
N.  W.  413. 

It  was  also  within  the  right  of  any  of  the  defendants  ta- 
set  off  his  entire  claim  against  that  of  the  plaintiff  in  order 
to  reduce  the  amount  he  might  be  called  upon  to  pay  in  the 
event  of  execution  being  issued  upon  the  judgment.     The* 
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offsetting  of  such  claims  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action 
would  bar  the  defendants  from  thereafter  beginning  any  ac- 
tion against  Kowalsld  upon  the  claim  so  offset 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  aflSrmed. 


Estate  op  Leiseb:  Pebeles  and  another,  Executors,  Re- 
spondents, vs.  Leiser,  Executor,  Appellant 

J^ehruary  17— March  9, 1909, 

Execwtors  and  administrators:  Claims  not  filed  toithin  time  limited: 
Allowance:  Mortgages:  Foreclosure:  Deficiency  Judgment  against 
executor. 

A  Judgment  for  deficiency  on  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  entered 
in  the  circuit  court  against  an  executor  as  such  and  ordering 
payment  out  of  the  estate  In  his  hands,  may  properly  be  allowed 
by  the  county  court  as  a  claim  against  the  .estate,  although  not 
filed  as  such  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for 
the  filing  of  claims. 

Appeat.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  Lawbence  W.  Haxsey,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
finned. 

This  action  was  tried  in  the  court  below  upon  the  follow- 
ing stipulated  facts:  That  a  judgment  of  deficiency  in  the 
case  of  B.  E.  Pereles  in  his  lifetime  was  entered  upon  a  mortr 
gage  foreclosure  against  Isidor  Leiser  as  executor  of  the  es- 
tate of  Sarah  Leiser,  deceased,  of  $596.43  on  February  5, 
1902 ;  that  no  copy  of  the  note  or  claim  was  ever  filed  in  the 
probate  court  of  this  county  in  which  the  estate  was  then 
pending;  that  due  notice  to  creditors  had  been  previously 
given,  and  the  time  for  filing  claim  had  expired  before  bring- 
ing the  foreclosure  action;  that  a  foreclosure  action  was 
brought  upon  the  original  mortgage  and  the  property  sold  at 
sheriff's  sale,  in  which  Isidor  Leiser,  as  executor,  was  made 
Vol.  138  — 26 
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party  defendant;  that  no  appearance  was  made  in  that  action 
until  application  was  made  for  the  confirmation  of  the  sale 
and  report  of  sheriff,  which  application  was  made  for  a  defi- 
ciency judgment ;  that  at  that  time  Isidor  Leiser,  as  executor, 
appeared  by  his  attorney  in  the  circuit  court  of  this  county 
and  objected  to  the  entry  of  the  deficiency  judgment  for  the 
reason  that  no  claim  had  ever  been  filed  against  the  estate; 
that  an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  order  of  the  circuit  court 
directing  the  deficiency  judgment  against  the  estate,  which 
appeal  was  dismissed  in  the  supreme  court  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  not  taken  within  the  two  years  from  the  entry  of  the 
original  judgment  of  foreclosure;  that  a  remittitur  was  filed 
in  the  circuit  court,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court 
for  deficiency  upon  the  filing  of  the  remittitvr  from  the  su- 
preme court  was  filed  as  a  claim  in  the  probate  court  of  this 
county  against  the  estate  of  Sarah  Leiser,  deceased,  for  the 
sum  of  $596.43  and  interest;  that  this  judgment  was  filed  aa 
a  claim  against  the  estate  long  after  the  expiration  [of  the 
time]  for  the  filing  of  claims  under  the  order  of  the  court, 
and  no  application  has  been  made  in  the  county  court  to  en- 
large the  time  for  the  filing  of  claims  as  shown  by  the  record. 

It  was  further  stipulated  that  Isidor  Leiser,  prior  to  any 
proceeding  had  in  this  matter,  had  been  appointed  as  execu- 
tor of  the  estate  of  Sarah  Leiser,  deceased,  under  the  will,  and 
that  said  will  had  been  admitted  to  probate  and  said  Isidor 
Leiser  had  duly  qualified,  and  that  since  the  obtaining  of  the 
deficiency  judgment  B.  F.  Pereles  died,  and  that  Max  and 
Herman  Pereles  have  been  regularly  appointed  by  the  probate 
court  as  executors  of  the  estate  of  B.  F.  Pereles,  deceased,  and 
that  all  necessary  proceedings  have  been  had  for  the  revival 
of  the  action  in  their  names  as  such  executors ;  that  James  H. 
Stover  was  duly  appointed  by  the  probate  court  of  this  county 
as  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  minor  heirs  of  Sarah  Leiser,  de- 
censed. 

It  was  further  stipulated  and  agreed  that  Isidor  Leiser,  as 
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executor  of  the  estate  of  Sarah  Leiser,  deceased,  appeared  by 
counsel  in  the  probate  court  and  objected  to  the  allowance  of 
the  judgment  as  a  claim  against  the  estate,  and  that  one  of  the 
minor  heirs,  a  daughter  of  Sarah  Leiser,  who  is  still  a  minor, 
also  appeared  both  by  counsel  and  by  her  guardian  ad  litem, 
James  H.  Stover,  and  objected  to  the  allowance  of  said  claim ; 
that  the  claim  was  allowed  by  the  county  caurt  and  no  part  of 
it  has  been  paid.  It  was  further  stipulated  that  said  claim 
was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  Isidor  Leiser,  executor,  and  also 
on  the  part  of  the  minor,  on  the  ground  that  said  claim  was 
not  filed  within  the  time  required  by  law,  and  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  had  run  upon  the  fiKng  of  said  claim,  which 
was  objection  to  the  allowance  of  said  claim. 

Upon  the  foregoing  stipulated  facts  the  court  on  Febru- 
ary 20, 1908,  rendered  judgment  adjudging  that  the  order  of 
the  county  court  be  affirmed,  from  which  judgment  this  ap- 
peal is  taken. 

H.  L.  Eaton,  for  the  appellant. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  respondents  on  the  brief 
of  W.  0.  Thomas, 

Kebwiw,  J.  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  standing 
unreversed  against  the  executor  of  Sarah  Leiser,  deceased, 
and  ordering  the  amount  of  such  judgment  paid  out  of  the 
estate,  is  conclusive  at  least  against  the  executor  and  could  be 
enforced  against  him  in  the  usual  manner  for  the  collection 
of  judgments.  Of  course  the  rule  is  well  settled  in  this  state 
that  after  the  time  for  presenting  claims  against  the  estate  of 
a  deceased  person  has  elapsed  all  claims  become  barred  and 
extinguished.  Winter  v.  Winter,  101  Wis.  494,  77  N".  W. 
883;  Carpenter  v.  Murphey,  57  Wis.  541,  16  Jf.  W.  798; 
Austin  V.  Saveland's  Estate,  77  Wis.  108,  46  N.  W.  966; 
Field  V.  Estate  of  Mundy,  106  Wis.  383,  82  K  W.  348;  Dor 
vis  V.  Davis,  137  Wis.  640,  119  K  W.  334.  Whether  the 
judgment  creditor  in  this  case  would  be  entitled  to  allowance 
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of  his  claim  against  tlie  estate  as  matter  of  right  we  need  not 
and  do  not  determine.  It  is  sufficient  that  he  was  entitled 
to  enforce  it  against  the  executor  as  executor  of  the  estate  of 
Sarah  Leiser,  deceased,  and  collect  it  out  of  any  property 
which  might  be  found  belonging  to  the  estate  in  the  possession 
of  the  executor.  So  if  the  judgment  was  a  proper  judgment 
to  be  paid  by  the  executor,  it  was  permissible  for  the  county 
court  to  allow  the  amount  of  such  judgment  and  order  its 
payment,  that  being  simply  a  mode  of  aiding  in  the  collection 
thereof.  This,  as  we  understand  it,  was  the  eflFect  of  the  al- 
lowance of  the  judgment  in  the  county  court  affirmed  on  ap- 
peal. Under  such  circumstances  we  cannot  say  that  any  one 
was  prejudiced  by  the  allowance  of  the  claim;  therefore  the 
judgment  must  be  affinned. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. ** 


Westeen  Lime  &  Cement  Company,  Appellant,  vs.  Cop- 
pee  RivEB  Land  Company,  Eespondent. 

February  18— March  9,  1909. 

(1)  Contracts:  Construction  J>y  court:  Findings  of  fact:  Presump- 
tion on  appeal  (2-7,  9)  Vendor  and  purchaser:  Exception  or 
reservation?  When  title  passes:  Rights  of  vendor's  assignee: 
Removal  of  timher  excepted  from  grant:  Limitation  of  timer 
Condition  subsequent:  Payment  of  taxes,  (8)  Parol  evidence 
affecting  writing, 

1.  Where  the  trial  court  decides  and  finds  that  a  contract  is  not 

ambiguous  so  as  to  justify  consideration  of  extrinsic  evldenee 
as  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  further  so-called  findings 
as  to  th%  intention  of  the  parties  evinced  by  various  clauses 
of  the  contract  are  not  findings  of  fact  in  favor  of  which  there 
would  be  a  presumption  on  appeal,  but  are  merely  conclusiona 
of  law  reached  in  construing  a  writing  from  its  own  terms. 

2.  A  land  contract  and  a  deed  made  in  execution  thereof,  in  both 

of  which  the  words  "excepted"  and  "reserved"  were  used  inter- 
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changeably  with  respect  to  timber  on  the  land,  are  construed 
as  showing  an  Intention  of  the  parties  that  such  timber  should 
be  excepted  from  the  conveyance,  and  it  is  held,  therefore,  that 
the  title  thereto  remained  in  the  grantor. 

3.  Under  a  land  contract  and  a  subsequent  deed  In  pursuance  there- 

of the  real  transfer  of  title  takes  place  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, at  least  In  case  of  part  payment  of  the  consideration,  and 
the  deed  when  made  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract. 

4.  Where  In  such  case  the  deed  is  made  by  a  transferee  of  the  rights 

of  the  original  vendor  subject  to  the  land  contract  and,  as  to 
the  right  to  cut  and  remove  timber  excepted  from  the  grant, 
expressly  refers  to  the  terms  and  c9ndltlons  of  the  contract, 
such  terms  and  conditions  control  that  right. 

5.  Where  otherwise  the  result  would  be  unreasonable  or  absurd,  a 

mere  agreement  In  a  land  contract  to  remove  within  a  certain 
time  standing  timber  which  is  to  be  excepted  from  the  convey- 
ance may  be  construed  to  Include  a  further  agreement  that 
failure  to  so  remove  the  timber  shall  be  deemed  a  breach  of  a 
condition  subsequent  and  divest  the  vendor  of  his  title  thereto. 

6.  So  held  as  to  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  land  for 

the  known  purpose  of  colonization  and  sale  in  small  parcels 
to  settlers,  where  no  right  of  actual  occupancy  and  use  could 
be  transferred  to  such  settlers  so  long  as  timber  belonging  to 
the  original  vendor  remained  on  the  parcels  purchased  by  them. 

7.  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  37,000  acres  of  land  excepting  the 

standing  timber,  an  agreement  by  the  vendor  to  remove  all  of 
such  timber  at  the  rate  of  at  least  6,000  acres  per  year  was  fol- 
lowed by  a  provision  that  In  case  of  his  failure  to  do  so  he 
should  pay  such  enhancement  of  taxes  as  resulted  from  the 
timber  remaining  on  the  land.  It  appeared,  among  other  things, 
that  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  the  estimate  of  the 
amount  of  the  timber  was  approximate  only  and  the  capacity 
of  the  vendor's  mills  to  consume  in  each  year  the  product  of 
6,000  acres  was  doubtful.  Held  that,  while  removal  of  the 
timber  was  a  condition  subsequent,  yet  it  waa  the  evident  in- 
tention of  the  parties  that  there  should  be  some  period  of  grace 
during  which  the  failure  of  strict  performance  should  not  work 
a  forfeiture  of  the  vendor's  title  to  the  timber;  and  such  period 
not  being  specified,  the  vendor  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable 
time,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  for  removal  of  the  tim- 
ber after  the  expiration  of  the  time  expressly  stipulated. 

8.  Qenerally,  verbal  negotiations  between  parties  who  finally  re- 

duce their  contract  to  writing  are  incompetent,  except  so  far 
aa  they  are  declaratory  or  evidentiary  of  facts  and  circum- 
Btances  in  the  light  of  which  the  contract  is  made  and  in  the 
light  of  which  thereafter  it  may  be  construed. 
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9.  In  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  fand  to  a  company  for 
colonization  purposes  the  timber  was  excepted  and  the, vendor 
agreed  to  pay  the  taxes  until  all  the  timber  had  been  removed 
or  until  a  tract  or  tracts  should  be  sold  or  contracted  by  the 
purchaser  to  third  persons.  Held,  that  assignment  of  the  con> 
tract  by  the  purchaser  to  another  company  was  not  such  a  sale 
of  a  tract  or  tracts  as  relieved  the  vendor  from  payment  of 
taxes. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  J.  C.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

In  September,  1899,  the  Upham  Manufacturing  Company 
entered  into  a  land  contract  with  the  Eib  Kiver  Farm  Land 
Company  for  the  sale  to  the  latter  of  approximately  37,000 
acres  of  land,  situated  in  Taylor  and  Lincoln  counties,  cov- 
ered by  timber  so  as  to  be  unavailable  to  the  purchaser  for  its 
known  purpose  of  colonization  and  sale  in  small  parcels  to 
settlers.  The  land  contract,  after  agreeing  to  convey  upon 
pajTuent  of  the  purchase  price  of  something  over  $92,000,  in 
instalments,  $26,000  cash  and  $10,000  at  intervals  thereafter 
up  to  May  25,  1902,  with  interest,  contained  the  following: 

"And  this  agreement  and  such  conveyances  being  and  to  be 
subjoct  to  reservations  and  exceptions  following,  to  wit:  All 
tinilu'r  and  forest  products  of  or  on  said  lands,  save  only  such 
gi'owth  as  is  lit  for  cord  wood  only,  being  growth  five  inches 
in  diameter  or  under,  ai-e  and  are  to  be  excepted  from  such 
sales  and  conveyances,  and  are  expressly  reserved  by  said 
j)arty  of  the  first  part  to  itself,  its  successors  and  assigns,  with 
the  right  to  cut  and  remove  the  same.  And  the  said  party  of 
the  first  part  hereby  agrees  and  binds  itself,  its  successors  and 
assigns,  to  cut  and  remove  the  said  timber  and  forest  products 
so  reserved  to  itself  at  the  rate  of  at  least  six  thousand 
(6,000)  acres  per  year,  commencing  May  1st,  1900,  and  in 
case  of  failure  so  to  do,  said  party  of  the  first  part  shall  at  all 
times  be  liable  for  and  pay  any  increase  of  taxes  or  assess- 
ments levied  or  made  by  reason  of  such  timber  remaining  or 
continuing  upon  the  lands  while  the  same  remains  or  con- 
tinues thereon.  Said  party  of  the  first  part  also  excepts  and 
reserves  to  itself,  its  successors  and  assigns,  from  the  opera- 
tion of  this  agreement  and  from  such  conveyances,  the  neces- 
sary grounds  for  sawmill  or  manufacturing  plant  and  site  and 


0]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  407 

Western  L.  &  0.  Co.  v.  Copper  River  L.  Co.  138  Wia.  404. 

pond  on  Rib  river  or  elsewhere,  to  be  selected  by  it  within  one 
year  from  the  date  hereof,  and  also  excepts  and  reserves  to  it- 
self, its  successors  and  assigns,  from  the  operation  of  this 
agreement,  and  such  conveyances,  a  strip  not  exceeding  one 
hundred  (100)  feet  in  width,  for  right  of  way  for  railway  or 
logging  railroad  and  spurs  over  such  of  said  lands  as  such  rail- 
road or  spurs  when  projected  may  cross  or  enter  upon,  such 
strip  to  be  selected,  and  such  railroad  and  spurs  to  be  pro- 
jected and  surveyed,  by  said  party  of  the  first  part  within 
such  time  as  may  be  reasonable,  considering  the  need  and  state 
of  development  of  said  lands.  .  .  .  Said  party  of  the  first 
part  further  agrees  and  binds  itself,  in  case  of  sales  by  said 
second  party  to  actual  settlers  of  any  of  such  tracts  of  forty 
acres  or  over,  so  paid  for  and  conveyed  hereunder,  that  it,  said 
first  party,  will,  upon  written  request,  cut  such  tracts  in  the 
next  logging  season  and  peeling  season  after  such  request,  and 
then  it  will  give  preference  to  such  settlers  in  case  they  or  any 
of  them  should  wish  to  work  at  cutting  and  logging  on  the 
premises  purchased  by  them  respectively,  as  employees  of  said 
first  party  on  such  lands  in  said  work.  And  in  consideration 
of  the  premises  said  party  of  the  first  part  further  agrees  and 
binds  itself  to  build,  within  nine  months  from  the  date  hereof^ 
at  least  ten  miles  of  railroad  within  said  counties,  or  from 
Athens,  Wisconsin,  toward  and  into  said  counties  or  one  of 
them.  It  is  further  agreed  and  understood  that  said  party  of 
the  first  part  is  to  pay  the  taxes  on  said  lands  until  it  shall,, 
first,  have  given  to  said  party  of  the  second  part  written  notice 
that  all  timber  has  been  removed  from  tracts  specified  in  such 
notice,  or,  second,  until  a  tract  or  tracts  shall  have  been  sold, 
or  contracted  by  said  second  party  to  some  third  person  or  per- 
sons, and  thereupon,  and  in  either  of  said  events,  and  there- 
after, the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  pay  all  taxes  and  as- 
sessments on  all  tracts  so  specified  in  such  notice,  or  so  sold  or 
contracted." 

Prior  to  1902  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  Upham 
Manufacturing  Company  became  transferred  to  the  Marsh- 
field  Land  &  Lumber  Company,  subject  to  said  contract.  The 
rights  of  the  Rib  River  Farm  Land  Company  as  to  certain 
specified  lands  constituting  about  one  quarter  of  the  acreage 
became  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  Western  Lime  <&  Cement 
Company,  and  the  interest  of  the  Rib  River  Farm  Land  Com- 
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pany  in  the  remainder  of  said  lands  was  conveyed  back  to  the 
ilarshfield  Land  &  Lumber  Company.  In  September,  1902, 
the  Marshfield  Company  executed  to  the  plaintiff  warranty 
deeds,  one  for  each  county,  of  the  lands  to  which  it  had  ac- 
quired the  contract  rights,  which  are  the  lands  described  in 
the  complaint.  Those  deeds,  after  full  words  of  conveyance 
and  prior  to  the  habendum  clause,  contained  the  following: 

"This  conveyance  is  subject  to  the  reservations  and  excep- 
tions following:  The  said  party  of  the  first  part  does  hereby 
except  from  sale  and  reserve  to  itself,  its  successors  and  as- 
signs, all  the  timber  and  forest  products  of  or  on  said  lands, 
save  only  such  growth  as  is  fit  for  cord  wood  only,  and  all  such 
timber  and  forest  product  fit  and  valuable  for  any  other  pur- 
pose than  cord  wood  is  expressly  reserved  by  the  said  party 
of  tlie  first  part  to  itself,  its  successors  and  assigns,  with  the 
right  and  license  to  enter  upon  said  lands,  and  cut  and  remove 
the  same,  according  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  land 
contract. 

Later,  on  Maj  18,  1906,  the  reserved  rights  of  the  Marsh- 
field  Company  were  conveyed  to  the  defendant  by  an  ordinary 
deed  of  conveyance  "subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
said  contract."  In  the  logging  seasons  between  the  date  of 
the  contract  and  that  of  1906  and  1907  the  Upham  Company, 
by  authority  of  the  Marshfield  Company,  cut  the  timber  on 
about  14,000  acres  of  the  lands  covered  by  the  original  con- 
tract, but  practically  none  upon  the  lands  described  in  the 
complaint,  and  in  the  following  year,  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  the  defendant  cut  6,600,000  feet,  a  part 
thereof  from  plaintiff's  lands,  and  was  threatening  to  continue 
its  cutting  upon  plaintiff's  lands  at  its  convenience  thereafter, 
claiming  to  own  all  the  timber  and  forest  products  other  than 
those  conveyed  only  for  cord  wood. 

Plaintiff  commenced  this  action  to  establish  its  title  to  all 
timber  upon  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  to  enjoin 
defendant  from  entering  and  cutting  any  thereof,  and  to  re- 
quire the  defendant  to  account  for  all  that  had  been  cut  and 
removed  subsequent  to  May   1,    1906,   a  date   apparently 
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adopted  as  the  expiration  of  seven  years  after  the  date  of  the 
land  contract. 

Upon  the  trial  a  large  amount  of  parol  testimony  was  taken 
both  as  to  the  situation  and  business  purposes  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract,  and  also  as  to  their  oral  negotiations  and 
agreements  and  as  to  their  understanding  of  certain  terms  of 
the  written  contract.  The  court  in  its  finding  declared  that 
the  contract  was  not  ambiguous  and  that  the  extrinsic  evi- 
dence should  not  be  considered.  He,  however,  obviously  did 
consider  the  extrinsic  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  land 
and  the  extent  to  which  the  presence  of  the  timber  prevented 
any  practical  occupation  or  use  of  it  by  the  plaintiff,  in  find- 
ing as  a  fact  that  the  timber  so  covered  the  land  as  to  render 
^'the  surface  thereof  unavailable  to  plaintiff  while  said  timber 
remained  thereon."  It  was  found  as  a  fact  that  the  timber 
was  not  conveyed,  but  remained  the  property  of  the  Upham 
Manufacturing  Company  and  its  assigns,  together  with  a 
right  to  enter  and  cut  at  any  time  without  limitation,  subject 
only  to  liability  for  damages  for  breach  of  its  covenants  to  re- 
move. 

As  conclusions  of  law  he  held  that  plaintiff  did  not  own 
any  of  the  timber;  that  defendant  owned  all  of  it  on  the 
lands  described  in  the  complaint,  and  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
no  relief  in  this  action,  and  entered  judgment  dismissing  the 
-complaint,  but  without  prejudice  to  plaintiff's  right  to  main- 
tain an  action  to  compel  the  removal  of  said  timber  and  for 
■damages  for  breach  of  the  agreement  to  cut;  from  which  judg- 
ment plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Harrison  S.  Green, 
attorney,  and  Van  Dyke  &  Van  Dyke,  of  coimsel,  and  oral  ar- 
gument by  Mr.  Oreen, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Quarles,  Spence  & 
^tuirles,  attorneys,  and  A.  E.  Thompson  and  Oeorge  Lines, 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Lines  and  Mr,  Thomp- 
son. 
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DoDCfE,  J.  The  trial  court  reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
contract  in  question  was  not  ambiguous  so  as  to  justify  con- 
sideration of  the  surrounding  circumstances  needing  to  be  dis- 
closed by  extrinsic  evidence.  The  so-called  findings  of  fact, 
as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  evinced  by  various  clauses 
thereof,  therefore  are  not  such,  but  merely  his  conclusions  of 
law  in  the  judicial  function  of  construing  a  writing  from  its 
own  terms.  We  must  therefore  approach  the  question  of 
construction  as  an  original  one,  unaided  and  unembarrassed 
by  the  presumption  in  favor  of  a  finding  of  fact. 

The  first  question,  very  much  debated,  is  whether  the  forest 
products  other  than  cord  wood,  which  for  brevity  we  shall 
hereafter  designate  timber,  were  excepted  from  the  convey- 
ance to  the  plaintiff's  grantor,  or  whether  there  was  merely  a 
reservation  of  a  right  to  enter  and  retake  such  timber,  a  dis- 
tinction which  is  well  recognized  in  the  authorities.  The  ex- 
pressions used,  both  in  the  deed  and  contract,  are  "excepted" 
and  "reserved,"  sometimes  one  and  sometimes  the  other. 
Such  interchangeable  use  of  the  two  terms  of  itself  creates  a 
measure  of  ambiguity.  Pritchard  v.  Lewis,  125  Wis.  604, 
104  N.  W.  989.  But  from  consideration  of  the  entire  con- 
tract and  the  purposes  of  the  parties  as  they  are  disclosed  by 
the  contract  itself,  we  reach  the  conclusion  that,  so  far  as  the 
parties  had  intention  on  the  particular  subject,  it  was  to  the 
effect  that  the  title  to  the  timber  should  remain  in  the  original 
o^vner  and  not  be  conveyed  either  by  the  contract  or  the  deed. 
We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  enter  into  extended  discus- 
sion of  the  reasons  for  such  conclusion.  It  is  supported  by 
very  much  the  same  reasoning  as  contained  in  Pritchard  v. 
Lewis,  supra,  and  the  authorities  therein  cited;  also  by  TFi7- 
liams  V.  Jones,  131  Wis.  361,  111  N.  W.  506.  Starting, 
therefore,  with  that  definition  of  the  title,  we  have  yet  to  con- 
sider the  force  and  effect  of  the  clause  in  the  contract  whereby 
the  defendant's  predecessor  agreed  to  remove  such  timber  at 
the  rate  of  6,000  acres  per  year,  or,  in  other  words,  the  whole 
of  it  within  seven  years.     We  deem  that  provision  of  the  con- 
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tract  to  control  defendant's  rights,  both  because  of  the  special 
reference  thereto  contained  in  the  deed  made  in  execution  of 
the  original  land  contract,  and  because  of  the  principk,  well 
established  in  Wisconsin,  that  the  real  transfer  of  title  under 
a  land  contract  and  a  subsequent  deed  in  pursuance  thereof 
takes  place  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  at  least  in  case  of  part 
payment  of  the  consideration,  and  that  the  deed  when  made 
relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract.  Krakow  v.  Wille, 
125  Wis.  284,  103  N.  W.  1121.  The  trial  court  treated  this 
clause  as  a  mere  promise,  with  no  result  from  its  breach  ex- 
cept money  damages.  Appellant  contends  that  the  parties  in- 
tended thereby  to  limit  the  right  to  the  timber  and  that  by  its 
breach  a  forfeiture  results.  It  is  urged,  on  authority,  that 
courts  will  be  slow  to  import  into  a  mere  agreement  to  do 
some  act,  a  further  agreement  that  the  failure  to  perform  it 
shall  constitute  a  condition  subsequent  sufficient  to  divest  an 
existing  title.  Nevertheless  if  from  the  contract,  properly 
construed,  we  must  conclude  that  the  parties  intended  and  at- 
tempted to  express  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  it  is  our  duty 
to  so  construe  and  enforce  it.  Justification  for  construction 
of  even  very  plain  words  in  a  contract  may  arise  if  otherwise 
the  result  would  be  wholly  unreasonable  or  absurd.  Corbett 
i\  Joannes,  125  Wis.  370,  387,  104  N.  W.  69.  It  seems  to- 
us  that  in  a  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  land  to  a  purchaser  for  the 
purpose  of  presently  selling  the  same  in  parcels  to  actual  set- 
tlers, an  agreement  that  the  seller  might  persist  in  practical 
possession  and  occupancy  of  the  whole  of  said  land,  so  that  as 
to  none  of  it  could  anything  but  a  bare  legal  title  without 
right  of  occupancy  and  use  be  transferred  to  such  settlers, 
would  be  unreasonable  to  the  extent  of  absurdity.  It  would 
be  in  practical  negation  of  the  acquisition  of  the  rights  for 
which  it  is  apparent  the  purchaser  pays  his  money.  We  can- 
not read  this  clause,  so  industriously  inserted,  in  any  other 
light  than  indicating  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  express  an 
agreement  for  some  limitation  upon  the  right  of  the  seller  to 
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occupy  said  land  with  its  timber  to  the  exclusion  of  the  pur- 
chaser and  its  anticipated  and  intended  grantees.  How  it 
should  be  effective  as  a  limitation,  whether  by  mere  threat  of 
damages,  or  by  way  of  some  termination  of  the  seller's  right, 
is  not  declared.  A  right  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of 
this  agreement  would  not  accomplish  the  obvious  purpose  of 
j)lacing  the  lands  in  a  condition  for  use  by  the  purchaser,  and 
the  amount  of  the  money  damages  rjBally  suffered  would  be 
almost  conjectural.  The  situation  is  not  without  precedent 
or  at  least  analogy  in  several  cases  which  have  come  before 
this  court  with  reference  to  contracts  or  conveyances  separat- 
ing the  title  to  the  standing  timber  from  the  title  to  the  soil, 
and  in  nearly  all  of  them  an  expression  of  a  time  limit  within 
which  the  right  of  severance  of  the  timber  from  the  land  is  to 
be  exercised  has  been  held  sufficient  to  express  a  meeting  of 
the  minds  of  the  parties  upon  the  intention  that  the  right  to 
the  timber  and  to  enter  for  removing  the  same  should  be  ter- 
minated at  the  end  of  such  period.  In  other  words,  that  the 
declaration  of  such  duty  to  remove,  whether  in  the  form 
merely  of  a  covenant  or  a  limitation,  implied  a  condition  sub- 
sequent on  the  happening  of  which  the  right  should  terminate. 
Smith  V.  Scott,  31  Wis.  437,  440;  Golden  v.  Ghch,  57  Wis. 
118,  15  X.  W.  12;  Hichs  v.  Smith,  77  Wis.  146,  46  JST.  W. 
133 ;  Williams  v.  Jones,  131  Wis.  361,  111  N.  W.  505 ;  Pesh- 
tigo  L,  Co.  V.  Ellis,  122  Wis.  433,  100  K  W.  834.  Another 
class  of  cases  presents  numerous  instances  where  words  of 
mere  covenant  have  been  held  sufficient  to  express  a  real  in- 
tention of  a  condition  subsequent  and  resulting  forfeiture  by 
reason  of  the  impossibility  otherwise  to  avert  inequitable  re- 
sults. Illustrations  are:  Glocke  v.  GlocJce,  113  Wis.  303, 
89  N.  W.  118;  Wanner  v.  Wanner,  115  Wis.  196,  91  K  W. 
G71 ;  Burgson  v.  Jacobson,  124  Wis.  295,  102  N.  W.  563. 
We  are  convinced  that  the  reasons  of  such  analogous  decisions 
should  control  the  instant  situation  and  lead  us  to  construe 
this  limitation  of  time  as  declaring  a  condition  subsequent. 
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If,  therefore,  the  agreement  to  cut  and  remove  all  the  tim- 
ber within  seven  years  stood  alone,  we  should  be  unable  to 
avoid  the  conclusion  that  defendant's  right  thereto  had  ceased, 
whether  that  right  was  a  title  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the 
plaintiff's  predecessor  or  merely  a  reservation  of  a  privilege 
to  enter  and  remove  the  timber.  That  agreement,  however, 
does  not  stand  alone.  It  is  immediately  followed  by  the  pro- 
vision of  the  contract  that  if  the  owner  does  not  remove  the 
timber  within  the  time  limited  he  shall  be  subject  to  other 
duties,  namely,  the  payment  of  such  enhancement  of  taxes 
as  results  from  the  presence  of  the  timber  on  the  land.  This 
provision  is  extremely  significant  of  the  mental  attitude  of 
the  parties  to  the  contract.  It  is  inconceivable  that  they 
should  have  thus  embodied  it  in  immediate  context  with  an 
absolute  agreement  to  remove  the  timber  at  the  rate  of  6,000 
acres  per  year  unless  they  had  contemplated  that  in  some  con- 
tingency that  agreement  might  not  be  carried  out ;  and  yet  it 
must  have  been  their  intention  that,  even  though  not  carried 
out  according  to  its  strict  letter,  the  seller  should  continue  to 
have  some  rights  in  the  timber  upon  which  it  was  to  continue 
to  pay  taxes.  Still,  we  are  unable  to  bring  ourselves  to  a  be- 
lief in  an  intention  that  there  should  be  no  limit  of  the  time 
within  which  it  must  remove  it  or  forego  all  right  thereto. 
In  this  state  of  uncertainty  as  to  just  what  purpose  was  in- 
tended to  be  expressed  by  these  somewhat  contradictory  pro- 
visions, we  have  been  driven  to  consider  certain  facts  with 
reference  to  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  con- 
tracting: such  as  that  the  seller  was  a  manufacturer  of  lum- 
ber and  lumber  products,  with  mills  adapted  to  the  use  of  the 
timber  on  these  lands ;  that  the  estimate  of  the  amoimt  of  tim- 
ber on  the  lands  was  approximate  only,  and  that  the  capacity 
of  the  mills  to  consume  in  each  year  the  product  of  6,000 
acres  was  necessarily  doubtful,  although  the  seller  asserted 
such  capacity  with  great  positiveness.  Again,  both  parties 
must  have  realized  that  business  or  climatic  conditions  might 
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affect  the  practical  possibility  of  carrying  out  the  letter  of 
the  agreement  for  removal.  We  think  it  fairly  apparent, 
from  the  context  of  an  agreement  to  remove  at  a  definite  rate 
and  of  a  provision  recognizing  failure  to  do  so  as  within  con- 
templation, that  there  was  an  intention  on  both  sides,  as  some- 
what of  an  afterthought,  to  annex  to  the  positive  agreement 
some  measure  of  elasticity  and  to  allow  some  grace  to  inter- 
f  vene  between  a  breach  of  the  express  agreement  to  remove  and 
the  absolute  forfeiture  of  the  seller's  right  to  the  timber.  The 
length  of  such  period  of  grace  has  no  expression  in  the  con- 
tract, but,  according  to  a  principle  of  construction  applicable 
to  all  contracts,  that  parties  who  stipulate  for  the  doing  of 
some  act  and  do  not  specify  the  time  therefor  intend  that  it 
shall  be  done  within  a  reasonable  time,  we  are  moved  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  real  intention  was  that  the  timber  must  be 
removed  as  specified,  at  the  rate  of  6,000  acres  per  year,  but 
that  if  the  seller  in  the  course  of  events  should  not  be  able  to 
accomplish  it  exactly  within  that  period,  he  must  do  so  within 
a  reasonable  time  thereafter.  Ifo  finding  has  been  made  as 
to  whether  such  reasonable  time  has  yet  expired  for  the  re- 
moval of  all  of  the  timber  in  due  and  diligent  effort  to  comply 
with  the  spirit  of  the  contract,  in  view  of  the  situation  of  the 
parties  and  their  known  purposes  with  reference  to  the  deal- 
ing in  the  land  on  one  side  and  the  timber  on  the  other  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  their  contract.  We  do  not  feel  that 
the  question  has  been  tried  sufficiently  for  us  to  safely  under- 
take to  make  answer  thereto  from  the  record,  or,  if  we  should 
conclude  that  the  reasonable  time  has  not  expired,  to  fix  the 
limit  thereof.  We  are  persuaded  that  question  should  be 
carefully  tried  in  the  circuit,  and  that  court  should,  from  evi- 
dence already  taken  and  such  additional  as  may  be  intro- 
duced, decide  when  such  period  will  expire,  if  it  appears  that 
it  has  not,  and  adjudge  that  at  the  termination  of  the  period 
so  found  the  rights  of  the  defendant  in  all  timber  then  re- 
maining upon  the  plaintiff's  lands  shall  terminate,  and  that 
meanwhile  its  right  to  enter  and  remove  shall  persist. 
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In  c(Hisidering  the  subject  of  a  reasonable  time  to  remove 
the  timber  the  court  will  doubtless  need  to  consider  the  facts, 
•circumstances,  and  conditions  surrounding  the  making  of  the 
original  contract  as  bearing  upon  the  reasonableness  of  any 
term;  not  only  with  reference  to  the  reasonableness  of  a  pe- 
riod as  a  restriction  upon  the  very  obvious  intention  that  the 
Upham  Company  was  to  own  and  have  a  right  to  remove  all 
the  timber,  if  it  proceeded  diligently,  but  also  with  reference 
to  impairment  and  delay  of  the  Rib  River  Company's  enjoy- 
ment of  the  lands  which  it  purchased  in  the  manner  it  was 
known  to  contemplate  and  intend  enjoyment  and  use. 

The  trial  below  was  characterized  by  the  oflFer  and  admis- 
sion de  bene  esse  of  a  great  deal  of  wholly  improper  and  ir- 
relevant evidence  as  to  what  the  parties  agreed  on  in  parol  and 
as  to  their  understanding  of  the  meaning  of  the  terms  used  in 
the  written  agreement.  Generally,  verbal  negotiations  be- 
tween parties  who  finally  reduce  their  contract  to  writing  are 
incompetent,  except  &o  far  as  they  are  declaratory  or  eviden- 
tiary of  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  light  of  which  the  con- 
tract is  made  and  in  the  light  of  which  thereafter  it  may  be 
construed.  The  subject  has  had  careful  exposition  in  sev- 
eral cases  and  proper  distinctions  noted.  Some  of  those  cases 
are:  Brittingham  &  H.  L.  Co.  v.  Manson,  108  Wis.  221,  84: 
iSr.  W.  183 1  Excelsior  W.  Co.  v.  Messinger,  116  Wis.  549,  93 
K  W.  459;  Corbett  v.  Joannes,  125  Wis.  370,  388,  104  K 
W.  69;  ioree  v.  Webster  Mfg.  Co.  134  Wis.  173,  114  N.  W. 
449;  Hackley  Nat.  Bank  v.  Barry,  139  Wis.  96,  120  X.  W. 
275. 

To  avoid  uncertainty,  we  think  it  best  to  express  our  opin- 
ion on  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  respective  parties  as  to 
taxes,  although  there  seems  to  have  been  no  disagreement 
thereon  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action.  The  last- 
quoted  clause  of  the  land  contract  required  the  seller  to  pay 
all  taxes  on  the  land  until  it  had  removed  the  timber  from  any 
-specific  parcel  thereof  and  given  written  notice  of  such  re- 
moval, or  until  a  tract  or  tracts  shall  have  been  sold  or  con- 
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traded  by  said  second  party  to  some  third  person  or  persons. 
The  Upham  Company  and  its  assigns  did  pay  all  taxes  that 
had  become  due  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Our 
opinion  is  that  the  assignment  of  the  contract  from  the  Rib- 
River  Company  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  sale  of  any  parcel 
or  parcels  of  land  within  the  meaning  of  this  clause.  That 
phrase,  we  think  it  obvious,  had  application  to  those  sales  to- 
individual  settlers  mentioned  elsewhere  in  the  contract  and 
manifestly  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties ;  hence  that 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  has  persisted  and  will  persist  until 
it  removes  the  timber,  if  the  court  shall  finally  decide  that  it 
is  entitled  to  more  time,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  condition 
that  actual  sales  to  settlers  of  individual  parcels  will  termi- 
nate that  duty,  except  for  the  other  agreement  to  pay  any  en- 
hancement of  the  taxes  on  lands  sold  by  reason  of  defendant's 
timber  remaining  thereon  after  the  sale. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings  in  accord  with  this  opinion. 

Timlin,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Heckendoen,  Appellant,  vs.  Romadka,  imp.,  Respondent. 

February  18— March  9, 1909, 

Discovery:  Examination  to  endbJe  pJaintiff  to  plead:  Sufflcicf^cy  o/ 
affidavit:  Cause  of  action:  Corporations:  Fraud  inducing  sub- 
scription to  stock:  Acts  of  officers:  Liability,  joint  and  several: 
Parties:  Election  of  remedies:  Trusts  and  trustees, 

1.  Under  sec.  409Q,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  authorizing  examination  of 
an  adverse  party  to  enable  plaintiff  to  frame  his  complaint 
upon  an  affidavit  stating  "the  general  nature  and  object  of  the- 
action/'  etc.,  the  affidavit  need  not  state  facts  constituting  a 
cause  of  action,  but  is  sufficient  if  the  facts  stated  show  that 
plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  recover. 
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2.  An  affidavit  statiDg  that  plaintiff  subscribed  and  paid  cash  to  the 
defendant  corporation  for  certain  shares  of  Its  stock;  that 
defendant  R.  was  an  officer  of  the  company  and  owned  a  con- 
trolling Interest  therein;  that  he  and  the  officers  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  oompany  managed  its  affairs,  and  as  such 
fraudulently  misrepresented  Its  financial  condition  and  the 
value  and  productiveness  of  Its  property,  and  thereby  induced 
plaintiff  to  subscribe  for  and  purchase  said  shares;  and  that 
R.  finally,  through  fraud,  secured  title  and  possession  of  all 
the  company's  property  and  assets, — ^Is  held  to  show  that  plaint- 
iff has  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants  for  fraud  com- 
mitted by  them  jointly. 

8.  Plaintiff,  In  such  case,  need  not  pursue  the  Joint  wrongdoers 
separately  or  seek  relief  against  those  only  Into  whose  hands 
he  can  trace  the  funds.  The  benefit  secured  by  any  one  of  the 
participants  Is  deemed  a  benefit  to  all,  and  each  Is  individually 
liable  for  the  whole  injury. 

4.  Plaintiff  has  in  such  a  case  the  right  to  pursue  any  one  of  several 
courses  to  remedy  the  wrong;  and  a  statement  In  his  affidavit 
under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  that  the  general  nature 
and  object  of  the  action  Is  for  a  rescission  of  the  subscription 
contract  and  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid,  does  not  con- 
stitute an  election  of  remedy  so  as  to  limit  him  In  the  framing 
of  the  complaint  after  he  has  learned  the  details  of  the  trans- 
actions through  the  proposed  examination. 

6.  The  statement  in  plaintiff's  affidavit  that  the  defendant  R.,  as 
stockholder  and  director,  and  through  his  sons,  who  were  also 
directors,  controlled  the  corporate  property  and  affairs  and  so 
manipulated  them  as  to  secure  possession  of  all  the  property 
and  assets  of  the  company,  justifies  a  claim  that  he  as  well  as 
the  company  may  be  found  to  have  received  plaintiff's  property 
through  their  Joint  wrong  and  may  therefore  be  chargeable  as 
a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee 
county:  J.  0.  Ludwig,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

This  is  an  action  for  the  rescission  and  cancellation  of  the 
subscription  for  and  the  purchase  of  certain  shares  of  stock  in 
the  defendant  corporation  (El  Globo  Mining  and  Milling 
Company)  issued  November  30, 1906,  and  for  the  recovery  of 
the  money  paid  therefor,  with  interest,  on  the  ground  that  the 
subscription  and  purchase  of  the  stock  were  induced  by  the 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  defendants.  Th^ 
Vol.  138—27 


418  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIIs".      [Mail 

Heckendom  ▼.  Bomadka,  138  Wis.  416. 

discovery  of  facts  alleged  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
secretary  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  defendant  J2o- 
madka  is  sought  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  frame  his 
complaint.  Discovery  is  sought  as  to  the  ownership,  title, 
time  when  acquired  and  from  whom,  and  the  consideration 
for  the  El  Globo  mine;  as  to  the  organization,  when,  where, 
and  how,  of  the  defendant  company ;  the  facts  regarding  the 
issuance  of  stock,  the  subscriptions  to  and  ownership  of  the 
stock,  the  officers  elected,  their  acts  and  th'^ir  management  of 
the  affairs  of  the  defendant  company ;  the  amount  of  money 
expended  by  the  company,  when,  where,  how,  and  by  what 
authority;  like  facts  as  to  the  El  Globo  Mining  and  Milling 
Company  of  Mexico ;  as  to  the  authority  under  which  a  cer- 
tain circular  to  induce  subscriptions  was  issued  by  the  agents 
of  the  defendants;  as  to  the  reports  made  to  the  defendant 
company  by  Charles  A.  Romadka,  president  of  the  company 
and  son  of  the  defendant  Romadka;  and  as  to  the  report  made 
by  the  directors  to  the  stockholders;  and  as  to  the  financial 
transactions  between  the  defendants  and  by  them  or  either  of 
them  with  the  El  Globo  Mining  and  Milling  Company  of 
[Mexico.  Discovery  is  also  sought  as  to  the  development  and 
work  done  on  the  El  Globo  mine  and  as  to  the  amount  of 
money  expended  by  the  defendant  Romadka  and  his  sons 
upon  this  mine  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  the  defendant 
company ;  as  to  the  production  of  ore  and  the  shipments  from 
the  mine  from  August  25,  1902,  to  January  1,  1905,  and  the 
smelter  returns  therefrom;  and  as  to  the  statements  made  or 
authorized  to  be  made  by  the  defendant  Romadka  to  the 
plaintiff  and  other  stockholders  in  relation  to  the  defendant 
company  prior  to  the  time  when  plaintiff  subscribed  for  and 
purchasod  his  stock. 

The  defendant  Romadka  made  an  affidavit  that  he  had 
never,  directly  or  indirectly,  made  or  caused  to  be  made  to 
the  plaintiff  or  any  other  person  any  false  or  fraudulent  rep- 
resentation, and  that  he  was  not,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  to 
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the  commencement  of  this  action  had  not  been,  an  officer  of 
the  defendant  corporation.  He  made  this  affidavit  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  order^  from  the  court  requiring  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  order  requiring  the  defend- 
ant Eomadka  to  submit  to  an  examination  under  sec.  4096, 
Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  should  not  be  vacated,  or,  if  the  court 
should  not  grant  an  order  absolutely  prohibiting  the  examina- 
tion, why  defendant's  examination  should  not  be  limited 
strictly  to  the  matters  which  would  enable  plaintiff  to  obtain 
information  from  the  defendant  Romadha  which  would  tend 
to  establish  his  personal  liability. 

The  court  issued  an  order  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
why  the  proceedings  requiring  the  defendant  Romadka  to  sub- 
mit to  an  examination  should  not  be  vacated  or  limited.  At 
the  hearing  on  this  order  to  show  cause  plaintiff  submitted  a 
supplementary  affidavit  stating  that  plaintiff  was  informed 
and  believed  that  the  defendant  Romadha  had  been  in  direct 
or  indirect  control  of  the  affairs  of  the  defendant  company 
through  his  ownership  or  control  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
the  defendant  company ;  that  a  large  portion  of  the  money  de- 
rived from  the  sale  of  the  balance  of  the  stock  had  been 
wasted,  misappropriated,  and  misapplied  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  the  defendant  company  under  the  control  and  direc- 
tion of  the  defendant  Romadha;  that  this  defendant,  through 
the  assignee  of  a  fraudulent  claim  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
Romadha,  had  fraudulently  procured  a  judicial  sale  of  the 
property  of  the  defendant  company;  and  that  this  assignee 
was  holding  the  property  of  the  defendant  company  so  ac- 
quired for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant  Rom^xdha. 
The  affidavit  enumerates  specific  misrepresentations  which 
are  alleged  to  have  induced  plaintiff  to  subscribe  for  and  pur- 
chase his  shares  of  stock  and  which  are  alleged  to  have  been 
directly  or  indirectly  procured  by  the  defendant  Romadka. 
The  court  made  an  order  absolutely  vacating  and  setting  aside 
the  proceedings  for  the  examination  of  the  defendant  Ro- 
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madha  and  enjoining  the  proposed  examination.  This  is  an 
appeal  from  such  order. 

Por  the  appellant  there  we^^  briefs  by  Frank  M.  Hoyt,  and 
oral  argument  by  L.  A»  OlwelL 

Por  the  respondent  there  were  briefs  by  Kronshage,  Mc- 
Govern,  Gojf,  Fritz  &  Hannan,  attorneys,  and  Thos.  JB".  Gill, 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  Theodore  Kronshage.  They 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  no  cause  of  action  for  rescission  ex- 
ists against  the  defendant  Romadka.  Franey  v.  Warner,  96 
Wis.  222 ;  Limited  Inv.  Asso.  v.  Glendale  Inv.  Asso.  99  Wis. 
54 ;  Glendale  Inv.  Asso.  v.  Harvey  L.  Co.  114  Wis.  408 ;  /.  V. 
LeClair  Co.  v.  Bogers-Buger  Co.  124  Wis.  44.  Plaintiff, 
having  elected  to  rescind,  has  waived  and  cannot  assert  the 
remedial  rights  predicated  upon  the  opposite  and  inconsistent 
theory  of  a  subsisting  contract.  Grant  v.  Law,  29  Wis.  99, 
104 ;  Franey  v.  Warner,  96  Wis.  222 ;  Limited  Inv.  Asso.  v. 
Glendale  Inv.  Asso.  99  Wis.  54 ;  Smeesters  t?.  Schroeder,  123 
Wis.  116 ;  Davis  v.  Schmidt,  126  Wis.  461 ;  Fox  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 133  Wis.  337,  340;  Smith  v.  Bums  B.  &  Mfg.  Co.  132 
Wis.  177,  186;  Pfeiffer  v.  Marshall,  136  Wis.  51, 116  N.  W. 
871;  Wilson  v.  New  U.  S.  C.  B.  Co.  73  Fed.  994,  20  0.  0. 
A.  244;  Westerfield  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  129  CaL  68; 
Fagan  v.  Newson,  12  N.  C.  20. 

SiEBEOKEB,  J.  The  purpose  of  respondent's  examination 
under  sec  4096,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  is  to  enable  plaintiff  to 
frame  his  complaint.  To  entitle  plaintiff  to  such  an  examina- 
tion before  issue  joined,  the  notice  thereof  must  be  "accom- 
panied by  an  aflSdavit  of  the  party,  his  agent  or  attorney,  stat- 
ing the  general  nature  and  object  of  the  action"  and  "the 
points  upon  which  such  discovery  is  desired.^'  The  plaintiff 
attempted  to  fulfil  these  demands  of  the  statute  by  the  serv- 
ice of  an  affidavit  stating  that  plaintiff  seeks  reimbursement 
for  the  damages  he  claims  to  have  suffered  through  the  al- 
leged fraudulent  scheme  of  the  defendant  £1  Globo  Mining 
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and  Milling  Company  and  the  defendant  Charles  P.  Bo- 
madha,  by  which  he  was  induced  to  purchase  and  pay  for  stock 
of  the  corporation,  and  that  plaintiff  seeks  a  rescission  and 
cancellation  of  such  stock  subscription  and  purchase.  This 
remedial  statute  has  repeatedly  been  declared  to  be  a  highly 
beneficial  one,  and  one  to  be  liberally  construed.  See  Schmidt 
V,  Menasha  W.  W.  Co.  92  Wis.  629,  66  N.  W.  695,  and  cases 
cited.  If  the  facts  stated  in  the  aflSdavit  charge  that  plaintiff 
may  be  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendants,  then  he  has 
a  right  to  a  discovery,  whether  or  not  the  imputations  of  fraud 
are  well  foxmded.  Id.  The  requirements  of  the  affidavit 
upon  which  such  application  is  based  were  considered  in  the 
recent  case  of  Oratz  v.  Parker,  137  Wis.  104, 118  N.  W.  637, 
and  it  was  there  declared: 

"It  does  not  require  that  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  shall  be  set  forth  therein.  ...  It  is  not  even 
necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  know  that  a  cause  of  action 
existed." 

This  it  seems  must  necessarily  be  the  interpretation  of  this 
statute,  for  its  very  purpose  is  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  secure 
information  that  he  may  properly  state  his  cause  of  action. 
As  stated  in  the  Schmidt  Case: 

"It  may  be  that  upon  examination  of  the  defendants  the 
plaintiff  will  find  that  there  is  no  ground  for  charging  the  de- 
fendants with  fault,  and  expensive  litigation  may  thus  be 
avoided." 

It  is  however  contended  by  the  defendant  Romadka  that 
the  plaintiff's  statement  in  the  affidavit  for  discovery,  namely, 
"that  the  general  nature  and  object  of  the  action  is  for  the 
rescission  and  cancellation  of  the  subscription  and  purchase 
by  the  plaintiff  of  five  (5)  shares  of  capital  stock  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  .  •  .  issued  by  such  company  to  the  plaint- 
iff on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1906,  and  for  the  recovery  of 
the  money  paid  therefor  by  the  plaintiff,"  is  an  election  that 
his  cause  of  action  shall  be  for  a  rescission  and  cancellation, 
and  that  since,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  stated,  no 
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cause  of  action  does  or  can  exist  against  the  defendant  Ro- 
madka because  it  appears  he  is  not  in  possession  of  any  of  the 
proceeds,  his  examination  should  not  be  permitted.  Madison 
V.  Madison  0.  &  E.  Co.  129  Wis.  249,  108  N.  W.  65 ;  State 
V.  Milwaukee  E.  B.  £  L.  Co.  136  Wis.  179,  116  N.  W.  900. 
This  contention  challenges  the  plaintiff's  right  to  proceed 
upon  the  ground  that  he  has  chosen  to  remedy  his  wrong  by  a 
rescission  of  his  subscription  to  the  stock  of  the  defendant  cor- 
poration and  the  recovery  as  damages  of  an  amount  equal  to 
the  money  paid  therefor.  The  argument  is  that  the  state- 
ment in  hi^  aflSdavit  amounts  to  an  election  of  remedy  and  re- 
stricts him  to  an  action  based  upon  implied  assumpsit  as  for 
money  had  and  received.  The  correctness  of  this  claim  must 
be  ascertained  from  the  facts  now  before  the  court  and  the 
remedies  afforded  by  the  law  under  such  circumstances. 

It  is  in  effect  stated  in  the  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  made 
the  purchase  of  the  stock  of  the  defendant  company;  that  he 
paid  and  the  defendant  company  received  cash  in  payment  of 
the  transfer;  that  the  defendant  Romadka  was  an  officer  of 
the  company  and  owned  a  controlling  interest  therein;  that 
he  and  the  officers  and  representatives  of  the  company  man- 
aged the  corporate  affairs  and  property,  imd  as  such  fraudu- 
lently misrepresented  its  actual  financial  condition,  the  value 
of  its  property  and  its  productiveness,  and  that  he  finally 
through  fraud  secured  the  title  and  possession  of  all  the  com- 
pany's property  and  assets.  These  statements  are  ample  U> 
show  the  general  nature  of  the  wrong  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complains,  namely,  a  fraudulent  scheme  and  purpose,  wherein 
the  respondent  and  the  defendant  company  joined  and 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  injured  and  damaged.  It  is  ap- 
parent from  these  facts  that  the  defendant  Romadka,  as  a 
stockholder  of  the  defendant  company  and  as  an  officer  in 
chai^  and  management  of  its  affairs,  secured  a  benefit 
through  the  corporation,  which  had  obtained  money  for  the 
stock  sold  to  the  plaintitf ,  and  by  ultimately  gaining  posses- 
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sion  of  its  property,  thus  through  fraudulent  manipulation  ob- 
taining the  title  to  the  company's  property  and  retaining  it 
against  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  similarly  situatf.'d. 
Milbrath  v.  State,  ante,  p.  364,  120  K  W.  252.  The  facts 
and  circumstances  stated  fully  sustain  plaintiff's  contention 
to  the  effect  that  be  has  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ants for  fraud  committed  by  them  jointly.  That  the  plaint- 
iff, under  such  circumstances,  has  the  right  to  seek  relief  for 
the  fraud  so  perpetrated  upon  him  by  the  defendant  company 
and  by  Romadka  as  its  officer  and  agent,  we  deem  well  sus- 
tained by  the  following  cases:  Pittsburg  M.  Co.  v.  Spooner, 
74  Wis.  307,  42  N.  W.  269 ;  Zinc  C.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
103  Wis.  125,  79  N".  W.  229;  Hebgen  v.  Koefjler,  97  Wis. 
313,  72  N.  W.  746;  Franey  v.  Warner,  96  Wis.  222,  71  K 
W.  81.  The  doctrine  of  these  cases  is  that  the  injured  party 
may  demand  that  he  be  made  good  by  those  who  have  united 
in  the  wrong  resulting  in  his  injury ;  and  in  seeking  this  re- 
lief he  is  not  necessarily  compelled  to  pursue  the  joint  wrong- 
doers separately  or  to  seek  relief  against  those  into  whose 
hands  he  can  trace  the  funds.  Liability  attaches  upon  the 
ground  that  when  such  a  fraud  is  committed  by  several  acting 
in  concert  and  they  reap  a  benefit  therefrom,  then  they  are 
all  jointly  and  severally  liable,  and  no  participant  can  escape 
liability  because  he  did  not  share  in  a  pecuniary  benefit  of  the 
wrong.  The  benefit  so  secured  by  any  one  of  the  parties  is 
deemed  to  have  been  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  each  is  indi- 
vidually liable  for  the  whole  injury.  Hairigan  v.  Oilchrist, 
121  Wis.  127,  280,  281,  99  N.  W.  909;  Mack  v.  Latta,  178 
N.  T.  525,  71  N.  E.  97. 

The  corporation  is  properly  included  as  a  party  under  the 
charge  made  in  the  affidavit.  The  allegations  that  defend- 
ants made  fraudulent  representations  by  which  plaintiff  was 
induced  to  purchase  the  stock  and  part  with  his  money  rea- 
sonably permit  of  the  inference  that  its  officers  and  agents 
acted  authoritatively  in  the  matter  complained  of,  and,  if  sus- 
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tained  by  proof,  subjects  it  to  liability.  Zinc  C.  Co.  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  supra.  The  situation  thus  presented  invests 
plaintiff  with  the  right  to  pursue  one  of  several  courses  to 
remedy  the  wrong.  He  had  the  right  to  restore  the  original 
situation,  rescind  the  contract,  and  recover  back  his  money. 
He  may  offer  to  restore,  and,  by  keeping  such  offer  good,  sue 
in  equity  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  and  for  a  recovery 
ot  his  money.  Without  restoring,  he  or  aU  similarly  inter- 
ested joining  may  sue  in  equity  to  charge  such  person  as  a 
trustee  of  the  profits  fraudulently  retained  by  him  and  for  an 
accounting.  Or  he  may  sue  such  person  at  law  for  the  damages 
resulting  from  the  fraud.  True,  plaintiff  states  the  general 
nature  and  object  of  bis  action  to  be  for  the  rescission  of  the 
subscription  contract  and  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid 
thereon.  This,  however,  cannot  be  held  to  be  an  election  of 
remedies  so  as  to  limit  him  in  framing  his  complaint  to  an  ac- 
tion upon  implied  assumpsit  as  for  money  had  and  received 
lifter  ho  shall  learn  the  details  of  the  transactions  from  re- 
Hj)ondent's  examination.  It  may  well  transpire  that  facta 
will  be  elicited  according  with  the  purpose  so  declared  and 
upon  which  an  action  in  equity  either  for  a  rescission  of  the 
contract  and  the  recovery  of  the  money,  or,  without  a  restora- 
tion of  the  stock,  an  action  to  charge  defendants  as  trustees  of 
the  profits  fraudulently  retained  by  them  and  for  an  account- 
ing may  be  framed  as  affording  the  most  complete  and  effi- 
cient remedy.  The  charge  that  the  respondent,  as  stockholder 
and  director,  and  through  his  sons,  who  were  also  directors, 
controlled  the  corporate  property  and  its  affairs  and  so  ma- 
nipulated the  same  as  to  secure  possession  of  the  property 
and  assets  of  the  company,  amply  justifies  the  claim  that  he 
as  well  as  the  company  may  be  found  to  have  received  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff  through  their  joint  wrong,  and  may, 
imder  the  doctrine  of  the  foregoing  cases,  establish  the  rela- 
tionship of  a  trustee  as  between  him  and  the  plaintiff. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  tlie  court  erred  in  vacating  and  set- 
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ting  aside  the  proceeding  to  examine  the  respondent  before  is- 
sue joined  under  sec.  4096,  State.  (Supp.  1906),  in  enjoining 
plaintiff  from  proceeding  further  therein,  and  in  dismissing 
the  action  as  to  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  to  the  trial  court  for  further  proceedings 
according  to  law. 


WiiTiraBAGO  Papee  Mills,  Appellant,  vs.  Kimbeely-Olaek 

Company,  Respondent. 

Same,  Eespondent,  vs.  Same,  Appellant. 

February  19— March  9,  1909, 

Waters:  Conveyance  of  v?ater-potoer  dam,  canals,  etc:  Title  to  look: 
Easement  or  fee? 

« 
1.  Pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislature  in  1847,  a  dam  was  con- 
structed across  the  south  channel  of  Fox  river,  with  a  canal 
and  a  lock  for  the  passage  of  boats.  In  1862  the  federal  gov- 
ernment built  a  canal  on  the  other  side  of  the  river,  and  the 
locK  thereafter  fell  Into  disuse.  In  1867  the  owners  conveyed 
the  dam,  together  with  an  easement  over  the  lands  occupied  by 
Its  ends  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  it;  also  all  their  right, 
tide,  and  interest  In  and  to  the  water  held  and  water  power 
created  by  the  dam,  and  the  land  occupied  by  the  canal  and 
race  used  for  carrying  water  from  said  dam  to  the  mills  in  the 
village,  to  the  width  of  100  feet  each,  as  specified.  In  the  plat. 
It  appeared,  among  other  things,  that  the  statute  authorizing 
the  dam  required  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  lock 
as  a  component  part  of  the  improvement;  that  the  lock,  though 
disused,  was  maintained  until  after  the  conveyance;  that  its 
maintenance  or  the  construction  of  a  new  one  by  the  owner 
of  the  water  power  could  probably  be  compelled;  that  the  lock 
was  only  thirty-five  feet  wide  while  the  width  of  the  canal  and 
race  was  correctly  stated  in  the  conveyance  as  100  feet;  that  the 
lock  was  located  upon  an  arm  of  the  canal  and  was  not  itself 
used  to  convey  water  to  mills,  but  the  portion  of  such  arm  above 
the  headgates  had  been  so  used;  and  that  without  the  use  or 
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control  of  the  lock  the  power  conveyed  might  be  largely  im- 
paired. Held,  that  the  lock  constituted  a  part  of  the  canal  and 
was  included  In  a  conveyance  thereof,  though  not  specifically 
mentioned. 

2.  The  rights  of  the  parties  under  such  conveyance  are  to  be  deter- 

mined as  of  the  date  thereof,  and  the  subsequent  filling  up  of 
the  canal  or  lock  could  not  operate  to  divest  the  title  acquired. 

3.  A  conveyance  of  a  dam  and  mill  races  or  canals  and  the  water 

power  furnished  by  the  dam,  reciting  that  it  was  Intended  there- 
by to  convey  the  entire  Interest  of  the  grantor  In  all  said  prop- 
erty, carried  the  grantor's  title  to  the  fee  of  the  bed  and  banks 
of  the  canals.  Including  a  lock,  and  not  a  mere  easement  to  use 
the  same  for  water-power  purposes;  and  upon  discontinuance 
of  the  use  of  the  lock  It  did  not  revert  to  the  grantor. 

Appeals  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.  Affirmed 
on  plaintiff's  appeal;  reversed  on  that  of  the  defendant. 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  recover  possession 
of  a  parcel  of  land  formerly  used  as  a  lock  for  the  passage  of 
boats  from  a  point  above  the  dam  in  the  Fox  river  at  Keenah 
to  Little  Lake  Butte  des  Morts.  The  look  in  question  fell 
into  disuse  after  the  year  1862,  when  the  government  of  the 
United  States  constructed  a  channel  for  the  passage  of  boats 
on  the  Menasha  side  of  the  river.  The  lock  was  gradually 
filled  up  from  1884  to  1890.  Other  material  facts  are  stated 
in  the  opinion.  The  circuit  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  one-third  interest  and  the  defendant  to  a  two- 
thirds  interest  in  the  strip  of  land  in  question.  Both  parties 
appealed  from  the  judgment. 

For  the  plaintiff  there  was  a  brief  by  Eaton  &  Eaton,  at- 
torneys, and  Barbers  £  Beglinger,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Fred  Beglinger  and  3f .  JB".  Eaton. 

For  the  defendant  there  was  a  brief  hj -Hooper  &  Hooper, 
and  oral  argument  by  Moses  Hooper. 

Baenes,  J.  This  being  an  action  of  ejectment  the  plaint- 
iff must  prevail,  if  at  all,  on  the  strength  of  its  own  title^  not 
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upon  the  weakness  of  that  of  its  adversary.  The  plaintiff 
claims  title.  So  does  the  defendant.  Both  claim  through  a 
common  grantor.  Defendant  also  asserts  that,  if  the  title  is 
not  vested  in  it,  it  is  vested  in  a  third  party  not  before  the 
court.  It  is  not  material  for  the  decision  of  this  case  where 
the  title  is,  provided  it  is  not  in  the  plaintiff. 

On  March  14,  1870,  James  Bassett  and  Abigail  Bassett  ex- 
ecuted a  quitclaim  deed  of  the  lock  in  dispute  to  Hungerf ord 
and  Daniels,  through  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  by  mesne  con- 
veyances. It  is  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  that  at  the  time 
this  deed  was  executed  the  Bassetts  owned  a  two-thirds  inter- 
est in  the  lock.  On  September  18,  1867,  the  same  grantors 
executed  a  conveyance  to  Smith  and  Proctor,  conveying  the 
following  described  property: 

"The  dam  across  the  south  channel  of  the  Fox  river  at  the 
village  of  Neenah  in  said  coimty,  commonly  known  as  the 
'IsTeenah  dam,'  erected  and  maintained  pursuant  to  the  pro* 
visions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Wisconsin  entitled  ^An 
act  to  authorize  the  construction  of  a  dam  across  the  Fox 
river,'  approved  February  8,  1847,  with  the  right,  privilege 
and  easement  of  the  land  occupied  by  the  ends  of  said  dam  on 
each,  side  of  said  channel  for  the  uses  and  purposes  of  keep- 
ing and  maintaining  the  said  dam,  also  all  the  right,  title  and 
interest  of  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  in  and  to  the  water 
held  and  water  power  created  by  said  dam,  excepting  as  here- 
inafter expressly  reserved,  and  to  the  land  occupied  or  to  be 
occupied  by  the  canal  and  race  used  for  carrying  the  water 
from  said  dam  to  the  mills  and  manufactories  in  said  village 
of  Xeenah  according  to  the  recorded  plat  of  Bassett's  addi- 
tion to  Keenah  to  the  width  of  one  hundred  feet  each  as 
specified  in  said  plat." 

It  is  the  contention  of  defendant  that  an  undivided  two- 
thirds  interest  in  the  lock  passed  under  this  conveyance.  Tho 
plaintiff  did  not  succeed  to  any  interest  conveyed  to  Smith 
and  Proctor.  If  the  lock  in  question  was  conveyed  by  that 
deed,  then  plaintiff  has  no  title  to  an  undivided  two-thirds 
interest  therein.     If  it  was  not  so  conveyed,  such  interest  be- 
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longs  to  the  plaintiff.  The  trial  court  held  that  the  foregoing 
deed  conveyed  the  interest  of  the  grantors  in  the  lock  and  that 
plaintiff  never  acquired  any  title  to  the  two^thirdfl  interest 
conveyed  under  the  deed  of  March  14,  1870.  The  map  on 
page  429  shows  the  location  of  the  dam,  main  channel  of  the 
river,  the  water  power,  canal,  the  race,  and  the  lock. 

Harvey  Jones,  Gilbert  Jones,  and  Abigail  Bassett  were  the 
heirs  at  law  of  Harvey  Jones,  Sr.,  and  are  the  common  gran- 
tors of  all  persons  claiming  title  to  the  land  in  controversy. 
In  1847  (Terr.  Laws  1847,  p.  104)  the  legislature  of  Wis- 
consin empowered  Harvey  Jones  to  erect  the  dam  in  question. 
That  act  provided: 

"Said  dam  .  .  .  shall  contain  a  suitable  and  convenient 
lock  .  .  .  for  the  passage  of  boats,  barges  and  water  craft; 
and  the  proprietor  of  said  dam  shall  maintain  said  lock  and 
shall  attend  the  passage  of  all  such  boats,  barges  and  water 
craft  through  said  lock  free  of  all  charges  to  the  owners 
thereof;  and  if  such  lock  shall  not  be  kept  in  repair  .  .  .  and 
suitably  attended  .  .  .  said  Harvey  Jones  and  his  associates, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  being  in  possession  of  the  works 
hereby  authorized,  shall  pay  to  any  person  or  persons  who 
may  be  injured  by  delay  all  damages  .  .  .'' 

The  lock  was  completed  some  time  after  1849,  and  was  op- 
erated in  connection  with  the  dam  from  the  time  of  its  com- 
pletion until  18 62,  when  the  government  canal  was  built, 
which  has  ever  since  been  used  for  the  passage  of  boats: 
After  the  erection  of  the  canal  by  the  federal  government  the 
Jones  lock  fell  into  disuse,  and  from  1884  to  1900  it  was 
gradually  filled  up. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  Bassett  deed  of  September  18, 
1867,  conveyed  (1)  the  dam  across  the  south  channel  of  the 
Fox  river,  kno\\Ti  as  the  ^'Xeenah  dam,"  together  with  an  ease- 
ment over  the  land  occupied  by  the  owners  of  the  dam  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  the  same  in  repair;  (2)  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  grantors  in  and  to  the  water  held  and  water 
power  created  by  said  dam,  with  certain  exceptions  not  here 
material;  and  (3)  the  land  occupied  or  to  be  occupied  by  the 
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<;anal  and  race  used  for  carrying  water  from  said  dam  to  the 
mills  and  manufactories  of  Neenah  to  the  width  of  100  feet, 
as  specified  in  said  plat. 

The  trial  court  held  that  the  provision  of  this  deed  convey- 
ing the  canal  and  race  was  broad  enough  to  and  did  include 
the  lock,  because  the  lock  was  in  reality  a  part  of  the  canal. 
In  opposition  to  this  view  counsel  for  plaintiff  urge  that  there 
was  no  physical  connection  between  the  lock  and  the  canal; 
that  the  canal  and  race  were  specifically  named  in  the  convey- 
ance, and  if  it  had  been  the  intention  to  convey  the  lock  it 
would  have  been  specified ;  that  it  was  only  the  canal  and  race, 
carrying  water  for  power  purposes  and  manufacturing  estab- 
lishments, that  were  conveyed  by  the  deed ;  that  the  lock  had 
fallen  into  disuse  at  the  time  the  conveyance  was  made ;  and 
finally,  that  the  width  of  the  race  and  canal  described  in  the 
conveyance  was  correctly  stated  as  100  feet,  while  the  lock 
was  only  thirty-five  feet  in  width.  If  the  lock  was  a  separate 
and  distinct  entity,  completely  dissociated  from  the  canal, 
dam,  race,  and  water  power  created  thereby,  at  the  time  the 
conveyance  of  1867  was  made,  the  position  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  it  was  not  conveyed  with  the  canal  and  race,  is  unanswer- 
able. The  canal  and  race  were  specifically  mentioned;  the 
lock  was  not.  Their  width  was  set  forth  as  being  100  feet, 
while  the  lock  was  but  thirty-five  feet  wide.  The  only  canal 
described  was  one  used  for  carrying  water  for  hydraulic  pur- 
poses. The  lock  proper  had  never  been  used  for  any  such 
purpose,  although  the  upper  part  of  the  canal  or  channel  in 
which  it  was  located  had  been  so  used.  If,  however,  the  lock 
was  actually  a  part  of  the  canal,  then  it  was  conveyed.  When 
the  improvement  authorized  by  the  legislature  was  completed, 
the  dam,  the  race,  the  canal,  and  the  lock  were  all  necessary 
to  the  development  of  the  water  power.  The  lock  was  neces- 
sary because  the  legislature  would  not  permit  navigation  to  be 
obstructed  by  a  dam  unless  suitable  provision  was  made  for 
the  passage  of  boats.  It  is  true  that  in  1867  the  lock  had  not 
been  used  for  this  purpose  for  about  five  years  because  of  the 
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improvement  lilade  by  the  general  government.  It  is  also 
4:rue  that  the  lock  had  been  maintained  up  to  that  time,  and 
for  a  long  time  thereafter,  and  the  state  in  all  probability 
might  compel  its  maintenance  now,  for  that  matter,  or  require 
the  construction  of  a  new  one  in  its  stead.  The  word  "lock" 
does  not  seem  to  be  defined  by  the  compilers  of  law  diction- 
aries and  is  not  found  in  Words  and  Phrases.  Recurring  to 
•the  definition  given  by  lexicographers  we  find  the  following : 
"A  barrier  to  confine  the  water  of  a  stream  or  canal ;  an  in- 
closure  in  a  canal,  with  gates  at  each  end,  used  in  raising  or 
lowering  boats  as  they  pass  from  one  level  to  another."  Cent. 
Diet. 

Webster  gives  the  same  definition,  and  that  given  in  the 
Standard  Dictionary  is  not  materially  different. 

The  main  thing  here  is  to  arrive  at  the  intention  of  the 
grantors  as  expressed  in  the  deed.  A  lock  is  almost  invari- 
ably used  in  connection  with  a  canal  and  forms  part  of  it.  It 
cannot  exist  except  in  connection  with  a  canal  or  some  equiva- 
lent situation.  The  words  "used  for  carrying  water,"  etc., 
found  in  the  conveyance  we  are  considering,  do  not  limit 
the  word  "canal"  as  found  therein,  but  are  merely  descriptive 
of  the  identity  of  the  particular  canal  meant  to  be  conveyed. 
From  the  situation  as  it  appears  to  us  the  canal  and  race  con- 
veyed begin  immediately  above  the  dam,  and  the  canal  in- 
cludes the  passageway  for  water  through  the  locks,  as  well 
as  through  what  might  be  termed  the  canal  proper.  In  other 
words,  the  artificial  channels  that  divert  the  water  from  the 
river  at  the  dam  and  turn  it  into  the  river  below  the  dam  con- 
stitute the  canal.  The  rights  of  the  parties  under  this  deed 
•of  conveyance  must  be  fixed  as  of  the  date  upon  which  it  was 
made,  and  the  subsequent  filling  up  of  the  canal  could  not  op- 
-erate  to  divest  any  title  acquired  under  the  deed  of  1867. 

Another  consideration  that  confirms  the  view  taken  is  the 
fact  that  the  arm  of  the  canal  leading  to  the  lock  had  for  many 
years  been  one  of  the  canals  or  races  leading  to  a  flour  mill  op- 
erated by  water  power.     It  ifl  true  the  lock  was  beyond  such 
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mill,  but  a  portion  of  the  canal  above  the  headgates  had  been 
used  for  the  dual  purpose  of  furnishing  power  and  serving 
as  a  channel  for  the  passage  of  boats.  Without  the  use  or 
control  of  the  locks  the  water  power  conveyed  might  be  lai^ly 
iini)aired.  The  gates  of  the  lock,  or  at  least  one  of  them,  had 
to  be  kept  closed  when  not  in  use,  in  order  to  conserve  the  wa- 
ter and  prevent  its  waste.  If  this  lock  had  been  more  directly 
connected  with  the  canal  it  would  not  be  seriously  claimed 
that  it  was  not  a  part  of  it.  Considering  its  utility  for  hold- 
ing and  iitilizing  the  water  for  hydraulic  purposes  and  that  it 
originally  constituted  a  necessary  component  part  of  the  wa- 
ter-power plant,  absolutely  requisite  to  its  construction  in  the 
first  instance  and  to  its  maintenance  for  some  time  thereafter, 
and  the  further  fact  that  the  owner  of  such  water  power  might 
long  after  the  year  1867  be  compelled  to  operate  such  lock  or 
else  to  construct  and  operate  a  new  one,  we  conclude  that  the 
circuit  court  was  correct  in  holding  that  a  two-thirds  interest 
in  the  lock  passed  by  the  conveyance  of  September,  1867. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the  remaining  one-third  in- 
terest in  the  lock  under  a  quitclaim  deed  from  Gilbert  Jones 
dated  March  20,  1893.  The  defendant  contends  that  at  this 
time  Gilbert  Jones  had  no  interest  in  the  lock,  by  reason  of  & 
conveyance  executed  by  him  on  February  19,  1881,  to  the  de- 
fendant, which  conveyed  "all  and  singular  the  undivided  one- 
third  of  the  Neenah  dam  and  appurtenances  and  dam  land- 
ings and  the  two  mill  races  or  canals  at  Neenah  and  the  water 
power  or  hydraulic  power  furnished  by  said  dam,  it  being  in- 
tended hereby  to  convey  the  entire  interest  in  aU  said  prop- 
erty which  descended  to  said  Gilbert  C.  Jones  from  Harvey 
Jones  and  which  has  not  heretofore  been  sold  and  conveyed, 
.  .  ."  with  certain  reservations  not  material.  The  trial 
court  held  that  the  Gilbert  Jones  interest  in  the  lock  did  not 
pass  under  the  deed  of  February  19,  1881,  and  that  plaintiff" 
acquired  title  thereto  under  the  deed  of  March  20,  1893.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  deed  of  1881  conveyed  a  one-third 
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interest  in  the  dam  and  appurtenances  and  a  like  interest  in 
and  to  the  two  mill  races  and  canals  and  the  water  power  fur- 
nished by  the  dam.  The  deed  then  recites  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  grantor  to  eonrey  his  entire  interest  in  aU  of 
said  property.  The  circuit  court  held  that  this  conveyance  did 
not  carry  a  fee  in  the  lock,  but  simply  an  easement  to  carry 
water  through  and  to  operate  the  same,  and  that  when  the 
lock  was  no  longer  used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  in- 
tended it  reverted  to  the  grantor,  and  that  plaintiff  acquired 
title  thereto  from  such  grantor  under  the  deed  of  March  20, 
1893.  The  only  material  difference  between  the  recitals  in 
this  deed  and  the  one  under  which  the  two-thirds  interest  was 
held  to  be  conveyed  was  that  the  1881  deed  did  not  specific- 
ally convey  the  land  occupied  by  the  race,  while  the  other  deed 
did.  The  conveyance  of  the  canal  having  included  the  lock, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  court  overlooked  the  provision  of  the 
deed  whereby  the  grantor  expressed  his  intention  "to  convey 
the  entire  interest  in  all  of  said  property"  which  he  then 
owned.  The  grantor  owning  the  land  which  necessarily  was 
an  essential  part  of  the  canal,  such  entire  interest  would  as  a 
matter  of  course  include  the  fee  and  not  a  mere  easement, 
iloreover,  we  think  that  a  conveyance  of  a  mill  race  or  canal 
carries  something  more  than  an  easement  or  right  to  use  the 
same  for  water-power  purposes.  The  bed  and  banks  are  part 
of  the  canal  and  should  pass  with  the  conveyance  of  it. 
Bishop  V.  Seeley,  18  Conn.  389,  394;  Schvylkill  N.  Co,  v. 
Berks  Co.  11  Pa.  St.  202,  203 ;  Oenesee  Valley  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Slaight,  49  Hun,  35, 1  N.  T.  Supp.  564.  It  follows  that  the 
trial  court  erred  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of 
and  was  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  one-third  in- 
terest in  the  lock. 

There  is  still  a  third  conveyance,  under  which  the  defend- 
ant claims  title  to  the  southwesterly  one-half  of  the  lock,' 
which  was  executed  May  13,  1865,  and  ran  from  Gilbert  C. 
Jones  and  Willard  Jones  to  Abigail  Bassett.     In  view  of  the 
Vol.  138—28 
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conclusion  reached  in  reference  to  the  other  deeds  it  is  un- 
necessary to  consider  this  one.  The  court  below  found  that  it 
conveyed  title  to  the  southwest  boundary  line  of  the  lock  and 
not  to  the  center  of  it,  and  we  think  the  trial  court  was  right 
in  reaching  this  conclusion. 

The  title  to  certain  other  parcels  of  land  is  in  controversy 
in  this  action,  but  no  complaint  is  urged  as  to  the  disposition 
made  of  such  lands  by  the  circuit  court,  and  as  to  them  the 
judgment  should  stand. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af 
firmed  on  plaintiff's  appeal,  and  is  reversed  on  the  appeal  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings according  to  law. 

Kebwik^  J.y  took  no  part. 


Tacobsen,  Appellant,  vs.  Whitely  and  others.  Respondents. 

February  19— March  9, 1909. 

Deceit:  Reliance  on  statements:  Knowledge  of  falsity:  Evidence: 
Nonsuit:  Sale  of  corporate  stock:  Election  betioeen  remedies: 
Rescission:  Ratification:  Witnesses:  Redirect  examination^ 

1.  An  action  for  deceit  cannot  be  maintained  by  one  who  acted 

blindly  upon  statements  whose  falsity  he  knew  or  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  observation  would  have  known;  but  it  is  not 
essential  that  the  person  claiming  to  have  been  misled  should 
have  met  every  positive  statement  with  incredulity  and  have 
made  search  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  false. 

2.  In  determining  whether  the  falsity  of  statements  was  obvious 

the  Intelligence  or  acuteness  of  the  plalntifC  and  the  extent  to 
which  he  relied  upon  defendant  by  reason  of  acquaintance  or 
confidence  are  matters  to  be  considered. 

3.  In  an  action  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  shares  of  stock  in  a  dry 

goods  company  doing  a  retail  business,  the  evidence — showing, 
among  other  things,  that  defendants  were  long-time  acquaint- 
ances of  plaintiff,  that  he  had  no  adequate  opportunity  for  the 
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examination  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  action  of  defendants  was  such  as  to 
dlTert  him  from  such  examination — 1b  held  not  to  Justify  a 
nonsuit  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
and  observation,  plaintiff  should  have  known  the  falsity  of  de- 
fendants' statements  as  to  the  assets,  debts,  business,  and  earn- 
ings of  the  company. 

4.  One  who  has  been  Induced  by  fraud  to  purchase  property  may 

elect  not  to  rescind  the  contract  but  to  retain  what  he  has  re- 
ceived and  recover  damages  for  the  deceit;  and  such  right  of 
recovery  is  defeated  by  no  lapse  of  time  less  than  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  of  limitations.' 

5.  In  an  action  for  deceit  In  the  sale  of  stock  in  a  corporation,  a 

financial  statement  with  which  defendants  were  not  shown  to 
have  been  connected  was  not  admissible  to  corroborate  the 
charge  of  specific  fraud. 
€.  Upon  redirect  examination  of  a  witness  anything  fairly  explana- 
tory of  that  which  was  drawn  out  on  cross-examination  is 
proper. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Buenell,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Action  for  damages  from  deceit.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
that  he  was  induced  to  buy  capital  stock  at  par  to  the  amount 
of  $3,000  in  the  Topliff  Dry  Goods  Company,  a  corporation 
of  this  state,  by  fraudulent  representations  of  the  defendants 
to  the  effect  that  said  company  was  doing  a  prosperous  busi- 
ness^ that  its  business  was  in  a  flourishing  condition,  that  for 
the  year  1904  it  made  a  net  profit  in  its  business  of  over 
$4,000,  and  that  the  amount  of  its  indebtedness  was  about 
$19,000  and  its  assets  about  $50,000:  all  with  intent  to  in- 
duce plaintiff  to  buy  said  stock.  Evidence  was  introduced  of 
the  making  of  said  representations,  of  the  material  falsity 
thereof,  of  the  extent  of  opportunity  and  ability  of  the  plaint- 
iff to  ascertain  such  falsity  before  the  purchase  of  said  stock, 
an4  also  a  large  amount  of  testimony  of  his  opportunity  to 
learn  the  same  after  he  had  purchased  it  and  before  commen- 
cing suit,  during  a  part  of  which  period  he  continued  in  the 
employ  of  said  corporation  at  $25  per  week,  and  was  also  a  di- 
rector and  stockholder  therein.     The  making  of  fraudulent 
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representations  was  also  put  in  issue  both  by  the  pleadings 
and  the  evidence.  At  the  close  of  the  trial  the  court  entered 
judgment  of  nonsuit,  from  which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Williams  S  Wil- 
Hams,  and  oral  argument  by  G.  E,  Williams. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Thompsons,  Pink- 
erton  &  Jackson,  and  oral  argument  by  J.  C.  Thompson. 

Dodge,  J.  As  this  case  went  off  on  nonsuit  at  the  close  of 
tlio  plaintiff's  evidence,  it  is  only  necessary  to  inquire  whether 
there  was  any  credible  evidence  which,  taken  with  all  intend- 
ments and  reasonable  inferences  most  favorably  to  the  plaint- 
iff, tended  to  establish  the  cause  of  action.  It  i«  undeniable 
that  there  was  evidence  that  the  defendants  represented  to  the 
plaintiff  that  the  corporation  had  assets  of  about  $50,000; 
that  its  debts  were  only  about  $19,000;  that  it  was  doing  a 
prosperous  business  and  earned  a  substantial  profit  the  pre- 
ceding year;  also  that  each  of  those  statements  was  false,  that 
plaintiff  relied  upon  them,  and  that  the  stock  purchased  was 
of  less  value  than  if  the  facts  stated  had  been  true.  Materi- 
ality of  such  representations  to  the  making  of  the  contract 
cannot  well  be  doubted.  We  presume,  however,  the  court's 
reason  for  entering  the  nonsuit  was,  as  counsel  for  respond- 
ents argues,  that  plaintiff  had  full  opportunity  for  knowing 
the  falsity  of  the  representations  made  to  him  before  he  pur- 
chased and  therefore  could  not  and  did  not  rely  upon  their 
truth. 

The  rule  of  law  is  well  established  that  a  purchaser  is  not 
justified  in  relying  upon  the  statements  of  the  seller  when 
their  falsity  is  obvious  to  him,  but  this  does  not  require  that 
he  shall  meet  every  positive  statement  with  incredulity  and 
must  search  to  ascertain  whether  it  is  false.  The  law  recog- 
nizes the  duty  of  each  to  refrain  from  even  attempted  deceit 
of  another  with  whom  he  deals,  and  the  right  of  the  latter  to 
assume  that  he  will  do  so.     It  is  an  unsavory  defense  for  a 
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man  who  by  false  Btatenijents  induces  another  to  act  to  assert 
that  if  the  latter  had  disbelieved  him  he  would  not  have  been 
injured.  McClellan  v.  Scott,  24  Wis.  81,  86 ;  Tyner  v.  Cot- 
ter, 67  Wis.  482,  491,  30  N.  W.  782.  Nevertheless  courts 
will  refuse  to  act  for  the  relief  of  one  claiming  to  have  been 
misled  by  another^s  statements  who  blindly  acts  in  disregard 
of  knowledge  of  their  falsity  or  with  such  opportunity  that  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  observation,  not  necessarily  by  search, 
he  would  have  known.  He  may  not  dose  his  eyes  to  what  is 
obviously  discoverable  by  hinu  Northern  8.  Co.  v.  Wangard, 
117  Wis.  624,  94  N,  W.  785;  Kaiser  v.  Nummerdor,  120 
Wis.  234,  97  N.  W.  932,  and  cases  there  cited;  Miller  v. 
HacJcbaHh,  126  Wis.  50,  52,  105  N.  W.  311.  It  is  in  this 
sense  only  that  opportunity  to  know  the  truth  will  prevent  re- 
covery for  deceit.  Whether  the  situation  presents  or  fails  to 
present  such  opportunity  is  usually  a  question  of  fact.  The  in- 
telligence or  acuteness  of  plaintiff  is  one  important  element. 
Bamdt  v.  Frederick,  78  Wis.  1,  11,  47  N.  W.  6 ;  Bowe  v. 
Gage,  127  Wis.  245,  246,  106  N.  W.  1074.  Another,  is  the 
reliance  reposed  by  the  buyer  on  the  seller  by  reason  of  ac- 
quaintance or  confidence.  These  and  many  other  considera- 
tions have  proper  effect  in  deciding  whether  the  truth  was 
obvious,  as  appears  in  the  various  cases  already  cited  and  very 
many  others.  Lochwood  v.  Allen,  113  Wis.  474,  89  N.  W. 
492 ;  Bostwick  v.  Mut.  L.  In^.  Co.  116  Wis.  392,  89  N.  W. 
538,  92  K  W.  24:Q;  Manuel  v.  Shafer,  135  Wis.  241,  115  N. 
W.  801;  King  v.  Graef,  136  Wis.  548,  117  N.  W.  1058. 

In  the  light  of  these  principles,  let  us  examine  the  evidence, 
at  least  in  its  tendency.  The  opportunities  claimed  to  have 
been  enjoyed*  by  the  plaintiff  from  which,  it  is  asserted,  he 
must  have  known  of  the  falsity  of  the  statements  made  to  him, 
are  a  visit  to  the  store,  with  opportunity  to  observe  the  stock 
in  trade  and  to  examine  the  books.  With  reference  to  the 
first,  we  think  it  entirely  open  to  inference  whether  mere  ob- 
servation of  a  dry  goods  store  which,  according  to  defendants' 
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evidence,  contained  from  $38,000  to  $40,000  worth  of  varied 
stock,  would  have  made  obvious  to  the  plaintiff  the  impossi- 
bility of  the  total  assets  of  the  company  equaling  $50,000. 
We  apprehend  that  no  one,  without  a  careful  examination  of 
how  boxes  and  drawers  were  filled,  and  whether  with  the  more 
or  less  valuable  kinds  of  stock,  could  form  even  an  estimate 
within  twenty-five  per  cent,  of  the  fact;  besides  which,  of 
course,  such  observation  would  give  no  light  whatever  on  the 
amotmt  of  the  accounts  receivable,  which  were  outstanding 
and  which  of  course  constituted  assets. 

As  to  the  books  which  were  in  evidence,  they  are  a  volumi- 
nous set  of  double-entry  books,  covering  all  the  details  of  pur- 
chases from  day  to  day  and  of  petty  sales  in  a  retail  business. 
They  consist  of  a  ledger  of  nearly  600  pages,  containing  ap- 
proximately 450  different  accounts,  several  of  which  extend 
over  many  pages,  not  consecutively,  but  scattered  throughout 
the  book,  without  complete  reference  to  each  page  in  any  in- 
dex. The  books  and  designation  of  the  general  acooimts  of 
the  business  are  highly  artificial  and  capable  of  giving  or 
withholding  information  according  as  the  examiner  was  fa- 
miliar with  the  system  of  bookkeeping  and  also  with  the  key 
to  the  exact  meaning  of  the  several  accounts.  For  example,, 
the  merchandise  account  was  closed  in  January,  1905,  with 
an  entry  indicating  a  gross  profit  on  merchandise  of  some 
$9,000.  Of  course  a  skilled  bookkeeper  would  have  under- 
stood that  this  apparent  profit  was  subject  to  various  deduc- 
tions, but  primarily  for  expense.  Had  he  turned  to  the  ex- 
pense account  he  would  have  found  that  to  amount  to  but 
$2,600,  but  he  would  have  not  discovered  that  various  classes 
of  expenditures  were  not  included  under  the  caption  "ex- 
pense :"  such  as  salaries  and  wages,  insurance,  advertising — 
each  of  considerable  amount.  Thus,  unless  familiar  not  only 
with  the  theory  of  double-entry  bookkeeping  but  with  the 
meaning  in  which  the  bookkeeper  used  the  titles  to  the  ao- 
counts,  he  might  have  been  deluded  into  an  understanding 
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that  much  profits  had  been  made.  True,  the  profit  and  loss 
account  would  not  have  shown  any  net  profit,  but  in  order  that 
he  must  be  charged  with  notice  of  the  profit  and  loss  account 
it  must  appear  that  he  had  knowledge  of  any  such  general  bal- 
ancing account,  which  by  the  way  is  usually  a  characteristic 
of  double-entry  bookkeeping,  in  form  at  least.  Two  of  the 
witnesses  most  familiar  with  these  books  testified  that  while 
the  facts  might  have  been  learned  from  them,  they  were  ap- 
parent only  to  a  skilled  bookkeeper, — to  him  only  after  suffi- 
cient critical  examination  to  master  the  individual  peculiari- 
ties. There  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  possessed  no  such 
skill ;  that  he  had  no  familiarity  at  all  with  double-entry  book- 
keeping or  with  its  theory;  that  in  his  work  as  a  dry  goods 
clerk  he  had  learned  how  to  refer  to  certain  accounts  upon 
other  sets  of  books,  but  nothing  more.  It  seems  to  us,  there- 
fore, that  the  jury  might  well  have  drawn  the  conclusion  that 
these  books  presented^  to  him  an  incomprehensible  maze  of 
figures  without  meaning  or  significance,  such  as  to  blind 
rather  than  enlighten. 

One  item  upon  which  defendants  dwell  is  the  '^bills  pay- 
able" account,  which,  if  understood,  would  have  shown  an  ad- 
verse balance  of  between  $21,000  and  $22,000,  which  they 
claim,  with  the  verbal  information  to  plaintiff  that  there  was 
$9,000  of  indebtedness  in  addition  to  bills  payable,  as  the 
fact  apparently  was,  at  once  informed  him  that  the  indebted- 
ness was  as  much  as  the  fact,  $32,000.  But  here,  again,  a 
key  to  the  bookkeeper's  terminology  was  essential  to  any  such 
deduction.  What  did  bills  payable  mean  ?  Did  it  include  or 
exclude  bills  owing  to  wholesale  merchants  for  goods  ?  The 
representation  to  plaintiff  was  that  $10,000  was  owing  to  the 
bank  and  about  $9,000  to  such  merchants.  The  total  of 
$21,000  of  the  bills  payable  account  would  not  be  violently 
variant  from  the  total,  and  on  the  page  on  which  he  must  have 
looked  it  would  have  been  apparent  to  a  bookkeeper  that  at 
least  one  $3,000  item  included  in  that  account  represented  in- 
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debtodness  to  J.  V.  Farwell  &  Co.,  well-known  wholesale  mer- 
chants ;  thus  justifying  an  idea  that  the  total  covered  not  only 
indebtedness  to  the  banks,  but  also  indebtedness  to  merchants. 

There  is  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  only  time 
when  plaintiff  sought  to  avail  himself  of  the  offered  privilege 
of  examining  the  books,  he  was  accompanied  to  the  store  on  a 
Simday  by  one  of  the  defendants,  who  spread  certain  books 
upon  a  doak  and  then  told  him  that  he  knew  nothing  about  the 
bookkeeping  and  could  not  explain  its  meaning,  whereby 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  gain  any  information  therefrom.  The 
only  other  actual  exhibition  of  books  was  made  on  an  evening 
when  plaintiff  was  called  to  the  store  by  telephone  just  as  he 
was  retiring  for  the  night.  Books  were  spread  upon  the 
table,  but  all  three  defendants  were  present  and  entered  into 
various  discussions  with  plaintiff  and  with  each  other  as  to  the 
details  of  an  arrangement  by  which  he  should  come  into  the 
corporation,  the  extent  to  which  his  name  might  be  helpful, 
and  to  M'hioh  he  should,  for  the  welfare  of  the  concern,  have 
managerial  prominence.  We  think  on  both  occasions  there 
was  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  have  well  believed 
not  only  that  no  adequate  opportunity  for  the  examination 
necessary  to  the  understanding  of  the  books  was  enjoyed  by 
plaintiff,  but  that  the  action  of  the  defendants  was  such  as  to 
divert  him  therefrom. 

To  the  foregoing  facts  may  be  added  the  consideration  that 
the  defendants  were  all  long-time  acquaintances  of  the  plaint- 
iff, some  had  been  his  fellow-workmen  many  years  before,  and 
a  considerable  intimacy  of  friendship  had  been  maintained 
betwtH^n  them  for  a  long  time.  Under  such  circumstances  it 
has  often  been  ho'ld  that  a  positive  assertion  of  a  fart  by  the 
pn^IH>*ixl  sol\  r  iv.ay  W  thought  by  the  trier  of  facts  a  sufficient 
diversion  of  the  purchaser  from  availing  himself  of  quite  oh- 
vious  op|x>rt\mities  for  examination.  We  cannot  avoid  the 
fonvietion  that  the  inference  as  to  whether  or  not  the  falsity 
of  the  alleged  misrepres>entat!«^ns  was  so  apparent  to  the 
plain: iff  that  he  must  have  known  it  by  the  exercise  of  that 
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care  and  observation  which  a  person  of  ordinary  care,  of  equal 
intelligence  and  understanding,  would  have  exercised,  was 
one  for  the  jury,  and  that  error  was  committed  in  granting 
the  nonsuit. 

Some  contention  is  made  by  respondents  that  plaintiff,  by 
retaining  his  stock  and  continuing  in  the  employ  of  the  com- 
pany, as  contemplated  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  after  he 
must  have  ascertained  the  falsity  of  the  representations,  has 
so  ratified  the  contract,  or  waived  right  to  complain  of  the 
fraud,  that  he  cannot  recover.  This  seems  to  evince  much 
confusion  in  the  minds  of  the  respondents'  counsel  as  to  the 
rights  of  one  induced  to  make  and  execute  a  contract  by  de- 
ceit or  false  warranty.  Under  such  circumstances  the  de- 
frauded purchaser  haa  at  his  election  either  of  two  rights :  He 
may  rescind  the  whole  contract,  and  upon  returning  all  that 
he  has  received  may  recover  back  all  that  he  has  paid,  so  that 
the  parties  may  stand  in  statu  quo.  To  this  right  it  is  doubt- 
less essential  that  he  act  with  reasonable  promptness,  and 
that  enjoyment  of  ri^rts  under  the  contract  will  be  deemed  a 
waiver.  He  also  has,  how^iver,  the  right  to  enjoy  all  the 
fruits  of  what  he  receives  under  the  contract  and  to  recover 
damages  by  reason  of  breach  of  warranty  or  deceit  for  what- 
ever the  property  is  in  fact  worth  less  than  it  would  have  been 
if  as  represented.  Bonnell  v.  Jacobs,  36  Wis.  59;  Parry 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Tobin,  106  Wis.  286,  82  K  W.  154;  Waupaca 
E.  L.  &  B.  Co.  V.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  112  Wis.  469, 
472,  88  K  W.  308 ;  Smeesters  v.  Schroeder,  123  Wis.  116, 
101  N.  W.  363;  Palmer  v.  Goldberg,  128  Wis.  103,  107  K 
W.  478;  Fox  v.  Wilkinson,  133  Wis.  337,  113  K  W.  669. 
This  latter  right,  when  he  does  not  rescind,  is  absolute  and 
destroyed  by  no  lapse  of  time  less  than  that  prescribed  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.  The  plaintiff  here  has  done  nothing 
more  than  to  retain  all  that  he  got  under  the  contract,  and  is 
entitled  to  recover  that  which  he  would  have  received  if  facts 
falsely  represented  by  defendants  had  existed. 

As  to  the  rulings  on  evidence,  we  need  not  decide  whether 
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there  was  reversible  error.  We  think  the  redirect  examina- 
tion of  plaintiff  as  to  what  transpired  before  the  commissioner 
when  his  deposition  was  taken  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (1898), 
was  somewhat  restricted,  and  yet  the  court  evidently  recog- 
nized the  true  rule  of  law  that  anything  fairly  explanatory  of 
that  which  had  been  drawn  out  on  cross-examination  was 
proper.  He  was  equally  correct  in  the  view  that  a  certain  so- 
called  financial  statement  with  which  the  defendants  were  not 
shown  to  have  been  connected  was  not  proper  to  go  to  the  jury 
to  corroborate  the  charge  of  specific  fraud. 

The  remaining  question  as  to  competency  of  plaintiff's 
wife  as  a  witness  is  not  likely  to  arise  in  the  same  form  upon 
a  new  trial,  and  we  therefore  forego  discussion  thereof. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  triaL 


Rankel,   Appellant,   vs.    Buckstaff-Edwabds    Coicpany, 

Respondent. 

fehruary  19 — March  9, 1909, 

Master  and  servant:  Injury  to  servant:  Independent  contractor:  Neg- 
ligence of  feUoto-servant:  Care  in  selection:  Who  are  fellow- 
servants:  Assumption  of  risk:  Duty  to  warn  servant  of  dangers, 

1.  One  H.  was  employed  by  defendant  at  a  certain  compensation  per 

day  to  procnre  the  necessary  workmen  and  attend  to  the  con- 
struction of  a  mill,  defendant  to  furnish  all  materials  and  to 
pay,  through  H..  the  men  hired  by  the  latter.  Defendant  exer- 
cised a  control  over  the  undertaking  to  the  extent  of  directing 
its  progress,  course  of  procedure,  and  general  management. 
Held,  that  H.  was  not  an  independent  contractor,  and  that  the 
workmen  were  employees  of  defendant, 

2.  A  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  servant  caused  by  negli- 

gence of  a  fellow-servant,  if  he  used  reasonable  care  in  selecting 
the  fellow-servant  for  the  work  in  question,  acting  upon  such 
information  as  to  his  skill  and  competency  as  ordinarily  pru- 
dent men  act  upon  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 
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3.  The  evidence  In  this  case  is  held  to  show  that  defendant  was  not 

negligent  in  the  selection  of  a  servant  to  break  up  with  dynsr 
mite  the  frozen  ground  where  a  mill  was  to  be  built 

4.  One  employed  for  the  special  work  of  breaking  up  with  dynamite 

the  frozen  ground  where  a  mill  was  to  be  erected  was  not  a 
fellow-servant  of  a  workman  engaged  in  excavating  the  earth 
who,  beyond  assisting  in  driving  the  holes  in  which  the  charges 
of  dynamite  were  placed,  took  no  part  in  the  separate  and  dis- 
tinct operation  of  blasting;  and  the  common  master  is  liable 
to  such  workman  for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  of  the 
blaster.  Wiskie  v.  Moniello  G,  Co.  Ill  Wis.  443,  distinguished. 
ALlbshall,  J.,  dissents. 

5.  The  workman  in  such  a  case  who,  after  the  blaster  had  pro- 

nounced the  place  safe  for  continuing  the  work  of  digging,  was 
injured  by  striking  with  his  pick  an  unezploded  charge  of  dyna- 
mite, is  held  not  to  have  been  informed  of  or  to  have  had  reason 
to  apprehend  the  particular  danger,  so  as  to  be  chargeable  with 
assumption  of  the  risk. 

6.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  master  using  hazardous  agencies  in  the  con- 

duct of  his  business  to  warn  his  servants,  not  informed  on  the- 
Bubject,  of  the  extraordinary  risks  attending  such  use. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county :  Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed.. 

This  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  conducts  a  manufacturing  plant  for  the  pro 
duction  of  chairs,  caskets,  etc.  In  1907  it  was  determined  to 
add  a  sawmill  to  the  defendant's  plant.  The  mill  was  to  be 
built  upon  a  marshy  ground  into  which  spiles  were  to  be- 
driven  as  a  foundation  for  the  structure.  The  construction 
of  the  sawmill  required  the  removal  of  certain  old  structures 
as  well  as  the  building  of  the  new  one.  The  defendant  com- 
pany negotiated  with  one  Heidlinger  for  the  removal  of  the 
old  structures  and  the  construction  of  the  new  mill.  Heid- 
linger stated  that  he  could  not  figure  upon  the  work  and  un- 
dertake it  because  it  involved  the  destruction  of  the  old  and 
the  construction  of  the  new  structures,  and  they  arranged  that 
Heidlinger  was  to  receive  $5  per  day  for  his  time  and  serv- 
ices.    He  was  to  procure  whatever  workmen  might  be  needed^ 


444  SUPKEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.      [Mar. 

R&nkel  v.  Backstaff-Edwards  Co.  138  Wis.  442. 

keep  account  of  their  time  and  their  wages,  present  defend- 
ant with  a  statement  showing  the  amomit  of  money  needed  to 
pay  the  wages  of  such  workmen,  receive  this  amount  with  his 
own  wages  from  the  defendant,  and  therefrom  pay  the  men. 
All  the  materials  to  be  used  in  the  construction  were  to  be 
furnished  by  the  defendant.  Ileidlinger  prepared  the  plans 
for  the  mill.  The  work  was  started  in  the  early  part  of  the 
year,  when  the  surface  of  the  ground  was  frozen  to  the  depth 
of  about  two  feet.  It  was  necessary  to  remove  the  frozen 
earth  in  order  to  be  able  to  drive  the  spiles  for  the  foundation. 
Ileidlinger  procured  laborers  to  excavate  and  remove  the 
frozen  earth,  among  them  the  plaintiff.  For  a  few  days  they 
worked  with  crowbars,  picks,  and  shovels.  To  expedite  the 
work  Heidlingcr  consulted  with  an  officer  of  the  defendant 
and  suggested  that  the  frozen  earth  might  be  removed  more 
rapidly  and  easily  if  it  were  broken  with  dynamite.  The  of- 
ficer desired  to  send  for  dynamite,  but  Heidlinger  stated  that 
he  did  not  know  anything  about  dynamite  and  how  to  set 
and  explode  it.  He  was  then  directed  to  consult  the  owner 
of  a  stone  quarry  outside  the  city  of  Oshkosh  in  order  to  pro- 
cure a  competent  man  to  do  the  blasting.  Heidlinger  con- 
sulted the  owner  of  the  quarry,  and  on  his  recommendation 
engaged  a  man  in  his  employ,  one  Spanbauer,  to  do  the  blast- 
ing. Spanbauer  had  worked  for  the  owner  of  the  quarry  for 
five  or  six  years  at  breaking  stone.  He  had  observed  the  way 
in  which  blasting  was  done  at  the  quarry  and  had  done  some 
blasting  there. 

Preparatory  to  the  blasting  of  the  frozen  earth  the  work- 
men engaged  in  breaking  up  the  ground  drove  an  iron  bar 
into  the  ground  with  a  sledge  hammer.  When  the  iron  had 
been  driven  into  the  ground  to  the  desired  depth  the  bar  was 
withdrawn  and  the  workmen  retired  and  took  no  part  in  the 
blasting  operation.  Spanbauer  was  the  only  man  at  work  on 
the  grounds  of  the  defendant  who  had  had  any  experience 
with  dynamite,  and  when  the  hole  had  been  made  he  charged 
it  by  placing  the  dynamite  in  the  hole,  placing  the  exploding 
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cap  on  it,  making  the  necessary  electrical  connections,  filling 
the  hole  with  earth  and  tamping  it  down,  and  he  then  ex- 
ploded the  charge.  Several  charges  of  dynamite  were  ex- 
ploded at  the  same  time  by  having  a  series  of  charged  holes 
connected  with  the  one  electrical  instrument  used  to  discharge 
the  exploding  caps.  Four  charged  holes  were  connected  for 
the  last  blast  made  by  Spanbauer.  Abcoit  one  of  the  holes  the 
earth  was  not  thrown  up  as  about  the  other  three,  and  Span- 
bauer then  again  connected  the  wires  from  this  hole  with  his 
electrical  apparatus  and  ran  a  current  through  the  wires.  No 
explosion  followed,  and  Spanbauer  made  an  examination  of 
the  groxmd  in  the  vicinity  of  the  hole  and  saw  a  crack  about 
one  and  one-half  feet  from  the  hole.  He  attributed  the  crack 
to  the  supposed  explosion  of  the  charge  in  the  hole,  and  told 
the  men  to  proceed  with  the  digging,  that  everything  was  all 
right.  Subsequently  plaintiff  while  working  in  this  vicinity 
struck  the  unexploded  charge  of  dynamite  with  a  pick,  and 
by  the  ensuing  explosion  lost  the  sight  of  both  his  eyes  and 
suffered  other  injuries. 

There  was  evidence  in  the  case  that  a  careful  workman, 
with  a  knowledge  of  how  to  blast  in  frozen  ground,  in  case  of 
doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  a  charge  had  been  exploded,  with 
a  wooden  spoon  would  carefully  remove  the  earth  which  had 
been  tamped  into  the  hole  and  thus  assure  himself  that  the 
charge  had  been  exploded.  When  several  charges  of  dyna- 
mite are  discharged  by  the  same  electrical  discharge  the  sev- 
eral explosions  occur  simultaneously,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
tell  from  the  sound  whether  all  have  been  exploded. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  the  court  re- 
fused to  grant  a  nonsuit,  but  at  the  conclusion  of  the  defend- 
ant's testimony  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  the  employ  of  the 
defendant  at  the  time  of  the  injury  and  because  the  plaintiff 
was  a  fellow-servant  of  the  blaster,  Spanbauer.  This  is  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  on  the  verdict  as  directed. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Eaton  &  Eaton,  at- 
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s  tomeys,  and  JET.  B.  Jackson,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by 
M,  H,  Eaton  and  H.  B.  Jackson.  To  the  point  that  Span- 
bauer  and  the  plaintiff  were  not  fellow-servants,  they  cited, 
among  other  cases,  Schultz  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  48  Wis. 
375,  379;  Gram^  v.  C.  Beiss  G.  Go.  125  Wis.  1;  Smith  v.  C., 
M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Go.  42  Wis.  620;  Promer  v.  M.,  L.  8.  &  W. 
B.  Go.  90  Wis.  215 ;  Gadden  v.  Am.  8.  B.  Go.  88  Wis.  409 ; 
McMahon  v.  Ida  M.  Go.  95  Wis.  308;  North  Ghicago  B.  M. 
Co.  V.  Johnson,  114  lU.  67;  Salmons  v.  N.  £  W.  B.  Co.  162 
Fed.  722. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Williams  &  Wil- 
Hams,  attorneys,  and  Barbers  &  Beglinger,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  0.  E.  Williams,  Fred  Beglinger,  and 
Charles  Barber.  They  cited,  besides  other  cases,  Wiskie  v. 
Montello  0.  Go.  Ill  Wis.  443 ;  Okonski  v.  Pa.  &  0.  F.  Co. 
114  Wis.  448;  Hamann  v.  Milwaukee  B.  Go.  127  Wis.  550; 
Gereg  v.  Milwaukee  0.  L.  Go.  128  Wis.  35 ;  Dahlke  v.  III.  8. 
Co.  100  Wis.  431 ;  Peschel  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  62  Wis. 
338;  Williams  v.  North  Wis.  L.  Co.  124  Wis.  328;  Alaska 
M.  Go.  V.  Whelan,  168  U.  S.  86;  Petaja  v.  Aurora  I.  M.  Co. 
106  Mich.  463. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  plaintiff  challenges  the  correctness  of 
the  trial  court's  ruling  as  to  all  the  questions  involved  in  di- 
recting a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  We  will  examine  them 
as  presented. 

The  first  contention  is  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendant  as  its  servant  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
This  is  denied  by  the  defendant,  and  it  asserts  that  he  was  in 
the  employ  of  one  Heidlinger,  who,  it  claims,  had  contracted 
to  erect  the  mill  for  the  defendant.  The  facts  adduced  estab- 
lish that  Heidlinger  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  attend 
to  the  construction  of  the  mill,  the  defendant  to  pay  him  a 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $5  per  day  for  the  time  he  was 
80  engaged.     It  also  appears  that  the  defendant  was  to  fur- 


0]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  447 

Rankel  v.  Backstaff-Edwards  Ca  138  Wis.  442. 

nish  all  the  materials  for  the  structure  and  for  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  grounds,  and  that  it  was  to  pay  the  daily  wages 
•of  all  the  men  needed  in  erecting  the  structure.  The  men 
were  hired  by  Heidliliger,  and  he  took  account  of  their  time 
and  presented  it  to  the  defendant's  officers,  received  the 
amounts  due  him  for  wages  and  due  the  men  whom  he  had 
engaged,  and  paid  them,  retaining  out  of  the  sum  so  paid  him 
by  the  defendant  the  amount  due  him  as  \Jompensation  for 
Jiis  time  at  the  rate  agreed  upon  by  him  and  the  defendant. 
It  is  also  shown  that  the  defendant's  officers  exercised  a  con- 
trol over  the  imdertaking  to  the  extent  of  directing  its  prog- 
ress, course  of  procedure,  and  general  management.  The 
evidence  does  not  establish  that  defendant  and  Heidlinger 
agreed  that  Heidlinger  was  to  have  the  right  to  control  the 
erection  of  the  structure  and  was  to  be  responsible  for  the  cost 
of  the  work  and  the  wages  of  the  men  employed.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  the  defendant  was  responsible  to  all  persons  engaged 
on  the  job,  and  that  Heidlinger  merely  acted  as  its  agent  in 
securing  their  services.  Under  these  circumstances  it  can- 
not be  said  that  Heidlinger  had  contracted  with  defendant  to 
•erect  the  mill  according  to  his  own  method  and  without  be- 
ing subject  to  the  control  of  the  defendant  except  as  to  the  re- 
sult of  the  work.  Upon  the  evidence  it  must  be  held  that 
the  plaintiff  was  in  defendant's  employ  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident. From  the  foregoing  conclusion  it  follows  that  Span- 
bauer  was  in  defendant's  employ  when  he  was  conducting  the 
operation  of  blasting  the  earth  at  the  mill  site. 

We  are  persuaded  that  the  defendant  exercised  reasonable 
care  in  selecting  Spanbauer  as  one  competent  to  do  the  blast- 
ing. Whether  or  not  Spanbauer  proved  to  be  competent  to 
perform  this  highly  dangerous  service  does  not  determine  this 
question.  The  inquiry  is :  Did  the  defendant  act  upon  such 
information  respecting  Spanbauer's  skill  and  competency  in 
this  regard  as  that  upon  which  ordinarily  prudent  men  wiU 
act  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances  ?     If  so,  it  f  ul- 
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filled  its  measure  of  duty  to  its  other  servants  in  the  selection 
of  employees.  It  is  shown  that  Heidlinger  apprised  the  de- 
fendant's officer  in  charge  of  the  construction  that  he  had  not 
the  knowledge  and  skill  to  set  the  loads  of  dynamite  and  ex- 
plode them.  Thereupon  he  was  directed  by  defendant  to  ob- 
tain for  this  purpose  a  competent  blaster  from  among  the  men 
engaged  in  this  service  in  a  neighboring  quariy.  Pursuant 
to  this  direction  Heidlinger  applied  to  the  person  operating 
the  quarry^  and  was  informed  that  Spanbauer  was  engaged 
at  the  quarry  and  understood  the  business.  It  is  manifest 
that  the  officers  of  the  defendant  and  Heidlinger  knew  that 
persons  were  engaged  in  blasting  in  the  quarry,  and  under- 
stood from  the  representations  of  the  person  operating  that 
Spanbauer  had  performed  this  service  and  was  skilled  in  it* 
Their  conduct  in  this  respect  was  that  of  reasonable  and  care- 
ful men  and  acquits  them  of  the  charge  of  negligence  in  this 
respect 

It  is  insisted  by  respondent  that,  if  the  plaintiff  was  in  de- 
fendant's employ  in  performing  the  service  at  which  he  was 
injured,  then  defendant  is  not  liable  therefor,  because  it  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  Spanbauer,  who  was  a  fellow- 
j  ervant  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  work  of  blasting.  The  trial 
court  held  this  contention  of  the  defendant  to  be  sustained  by 
the  facts  of  the  case  under  the  ruling  in  Wiskie  v.  Montello 
0.  Co.  Ill  Wis.  443,  87  N.  W.  461-  In  the  Wishie  Case  the 
plaintiff,  while  assisting  the  foreman  of  the  quarry  in  con- 
ducting the  blasting,  was  injured  through  the  unexpected  ex- 
plosion of  part  of  a  powder  blast  which  the  foreman  had  neg- 
ligently permitted  to  refmain  and  near  which  he  had  set  the 
plaintiff  at  work.  The  facts  of  the  case  show  that  Wiskie 
and  the  foreman  had  jointly  placed  the  blast,  that  they 
worked  together  under  the  foreman's  direction  at  raising  and 
blasting  rocks,  and  that  they  had  been  so  engaged  for  a  long 
time  before  the  accident  It  was  held  upon  these  facts  that 
Wiskie  and  the  foreman  were  engaged  in  a  common  service 


9]  JANUAEY  TEEM,  1909.  449  - 

Bankel  y.  Backetaff-Edwardfi  Co.  138  Wis.  442. 

of  blasting  rocks  when  Wiskie  was  injured.  From  an  ex- 
amination of  the  facts  in  that  case  it  is  manifest  that  Wiskie 
and  the  foreman  were  jointly  performing  the  same  task  and 
were  engaged  in  a  common  service ;  but  we  do  not  find  a  like 
state  of  facts  in  the  instant  case.  Here  the  defendant  had 
employed  the  plaintiff  to  help  remove  the  earth  for  the  foun- 
dation of  the  mill.  The  defendant  in  the  course  of  the  prose- 
cution of  such  work  decided  to  employ  a  blaster  to  break  the 
frozen  ground  so  as  to  expedite  the  work.  Spanbauer  was  en- 
gaged for  this  purpose  and  was  employed  at  this  special  work 
for  two  days.  The  work  was  conducted  as  follows :  Plaintiff 
and  the  other  workmen  at  the  excavation  drove  holes  with 
iron  bars  into  the  earth  for  setting  dynamite  charges  in. 
Spanbauer  tken  took  charge  of  the  work.  He  placed  the  dy- 
namite charges  in  the  holes,  packed  them  with  earth,  con- 
nected them  by  wire  with  an  electric  battery,  and  discharged 
them  by  turning  on  the  electric  current.  Neither  the  plaint- 
iff nor  the  other  workmen  took  part  in  setting  and  packing  in 
the  charges  or  in  connecting  them  by  wire  with  the  battery 
or  in  discharging  them.  All  of  this  was  under  the  control  of 
and  was  performed  by  Spanbauer  in  the  capacity  of  blaster. 
From  this  it  appears  that  the  setting  and  exploding  of  the 
blast  was  exclusively  intrusted  to  the  expert  and  that  plaintiff 
took  no  part  in  performing  this  service.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  dangerous  character  of  this  service  that  it  was  treated  as 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  service  plaintiff  and  the  other 
workmen  were  performing  in  excavating  the  earth  for  the 
foundation  of  the  mill.  In  the  Wiskie  Case  the  plaintiff  as- 
sisted the  expert  in  performing  the  work  of  blasting.  In  the 
instant  case  the  plaintiff  did  not  assist  or  engage  in  the  work 
of  blasting,  and  herein  the  two  cases  are  widely  distinguished. 
In  the  former  the  plaintiff  and  expert  were  engaged  in  the 
common  service  of  blasting.  In  the  latter  the  plaintiff  and 
the  expert  were  engaged  in  separate  and  distinct  services, 
which  were  different  in  nature  and  in  the  hazards  and  dan- 
VoL.  138  —  29 
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gers  incident  thereto.  True,  thej  both  served  a  common  mas- 
ter and  occupied  the  same  place  while  performing  their  re- 
spective duties,  but  the  operation  of  blasting  was  wholly  dif- 
ferent, distinct,  and  independent  of  the  employment  of  the 
excavator  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the  miU.  The  risks 
and  dangers  of  blastins^  are  not  ordinarily  incident  to  the  serv- 
ice plaintiff  was  performing.  These  features  and  conditions 
of  the  instant  case  dearly  differentiate  it  from  the  Wishie 
Oase.  Upon  these  considerations  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court 
that  plaintiff  and  Spanbauer  were  fellow-servants  cannot  be 
approved.  The  case  must  be  treated  from  the  standpoint  that 
plaintiff  was  the  servant  of  the  defendant  and  was  not  en- 
gaged in  the  operation  of  blasting  with  Spanbauer,  who  acted 
alone  for  the  defendant  in  using  and  handling  hi^y  explo- 
sive and  dangerous  agencies  for  blasting  the  earth.  Cadden 
V.  Am.  8.  B.  Co.  88  Wis.  409,  60  N.  W.  800. 

"Not  can  the  plaintiff  be  treated  as  one  iiLformed  of  the  dan- 
gers which  are  incident  to  the  want  of  a  proper  conduct  of 
the  blasting  operation.  The  nature  of  plaintiff's  work  and 
his  relation  to  the  blasting  did  not  inform  him  of  the  unsafe 
condition  of  the  place  where  he  was  directed  to  proceed  with 
the  work  of  excavating  after  Spanbauer  had  exploded  the 
blast  and  had  pronounced  the  place  safe  for  continuing  the 
work  of  excavating.  While  the  plaintiff  knew  that  an  ex- 
plosive was  being  used  by  Spanbauer  to  expedite  the  work,  he 
was  not  informed  of  the  particular  danger  to  him  from  a  fail- 
ure to  discharge  part  of  the  dynamite  charges.  He  had  no 
reason  to  apprehend  that  an  undischarged  load  was  hidden  in 
the  earth  where  he  was  put  to  work.  He  was  in  fact  led  to 
believe  by  the  expert  that  the  place  was  safe. 

It  does  not  appear  that  plaintiff  was  instructed  or  warned 
of  the  extraordinary  hazards  and  dangers  incident  to  the  use 
of  dynamite,  and  he  cannot  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risks 
thereof  as  dangers  ordinarily  incident  to  his  employment.  It 
devolves  on  the  master,  who  finds  it  necessary  and  expedient 
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to  use  hazardous  agencies  in  the  conduct  of  his  business,  to  in- 
form his  servants,  not  informed  on  the  subject,  of  the  extra- 
ordinary risks  and  dangers  attending  their  use,  in  order  that 
they  may  avoid  ihem  by  refusing  to  continue  in  the  service, 
or  may  otherwise  protect  themselves  against  them.  The  evi- 
dence in  the  case  bearing  on  the  question  of  defendant's  neg- 
ligence was  such  as  to  present  questions  for  solution  by  a  jury, 
and  it  was  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  the  trial  court  for  a  new  trial. 

MATW-fTATT.,  J.  {dissenting).  In  my  opinion  this  case  is 
clearly  ruled  in  favor  of  respondent  by  Wiskie  v.  Montello  0. 
Co.  Ill  Wis.  448,  87  N.  W.  461,  and  the  principle  there  re- 
ferred to  exempting  the  master  from  the  consequences  to  one 
servant  from  the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servant.  The  trial 
judge  doubtless  supposed,  as  well  in  my  opinion  he  might, 
that  there  was  no  fair  way  of  distinguishing  the  two  cases  or 
escaping  the  effect  of  the  principle. 

The  logic  indulged  in,  by  my  brethren,  has  support  in  some 
jurisdictions,  but  was  repudiated  by  this  court  at  quite  an 
early  day,  and  such  repudiation  has  been  uniformly  ad- 
hered to. 

I  will  say,  in  passing,  that  I  have  not  the  slightest  idea  the 
court  now  intends  to  adopt  the  doctrine  which  its  opinion,  as 
it  seems,  will  be  regarded  as  promulgating.  At  some  future 
time  the  apparent  departure  from  the  long-traveled  road  will 
be  corrected. 

This  case  goes  upon  the  theory  that  employment  in  a  gen- 
eral enterprise  may  be,  or,  to  put  it  stronger,  is  necessarily, 
divided  up  into  different  tasks,  services,  or  departments,  ac- 
cording to  character,  grade,  and  degree  of  danger,  and  that,  in 
the  law  of  negligence,  fellowship  in  one  branch  of  a  general 
employment  does  not  extend  to  those  employed  in  the  other. 

How  wide  the  doctrine  stated  is  from  the  rule  prevailing 
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in  this  State,  which  is  so  familiar  that  it  hardly  need  be  stated, 
muKt  be  apparent  at  once. 

Neither  grade  of  work,  particularity  of  group,  within  a 
broad  general  class  of  employees  in  a  particular  proprietor's 
business,  nor  degree  of  danger,  nor  rank  of  employment,  is 
the  tofit  of  fellowship  between  servants,  in  the  law  of  negli- 
gence. The  sole  test  is  whether  the  persons  concerned  are  em- 
ployed in  the  same  general  enterprise  to  accomplish  the  same 
general  purpose  by  the  same  master  under  the  same  general 
control,  regardless  of  whether  they  are,  at  the  particular  time, 
engaged  in  the  same  branch  of  the  work  or  not.  Toner  v.  C, 
M.  &  St  P.  B.  Co.  69  Wis.  188,  198,  31  N.  W.  104,  33  N. 
W.  433, 

A  station  agent  employed  in  a  widely  different  branch  of 
the  business  of  operating  a  railroad  from  a  train  crew,  the 
latter  from  a  track  crew,  and  that  one  from  the  roundhouse 
crew,  all  being  in  the  common  employment  of  operating  the 
railroad,  the  engineer  on  the  locomotive  and  the  most  humble 
trainman,  the  trackman  wielding  his  shovel,  the  station  agent, 
the  most  common  workman  moving  freight  about  the  depot, 
are  fellow-servants.  Toner  v.  C,  M.  dc  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  supra; 
Cooper  V.  M.  <e  P.  du  C.  R.  Co.  23  Wis.  668;  Howland  v. 
M.,  L.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  54  Wis.  226,  230,  11  N.  W.  629; 
Pease  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  61  Wis.  163,  20  K  W.  908; 
Pcschel  V.  C,  M.  £  St.  P.  R.  Co.  62  Wis.  338,  349,  21  N.  W. 
2G9 ;  Albrecht  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  108  Wis.  530,  84  N.  W. 
88,  53  L.  R.  A.  653 ;  MacCarthy  v.  Whitcomh,  110  Wis.  113, 
85  N.  W.  707.  Those  cases  amply  illustrate  all  I  have  said. 
All  these  are  held  fellow-servants :  A  shoveler  in  a  gravel  pit 
and  a  train  conductor.  Naylor  v.  C.  <&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  63  Wis. 
601, 11  X.  W.  24.  A  snow  shoveler  and  a  member  of  a  train 
crow.  Ilowland  v.  M.,  L.  S.  dc  W.  R.  Co.,  supra.  The  fore- 
man and  men  engaged  imder  him,  whom  he  has  full  power  to 
direct  Peschel  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  supra.  The  track- 
repair  crew  and  the  members  of  a  crew  on  a  passing  train. 
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Toner  v.  G.,  M,  £  St.  P.  B.  Co.,  supra.  The  train  crew  on 
one  train  with  the  train  crew  on  another.  MacCarthy  v. 
Whiicomb,  supra.  The  men  who  load  coal  on  locomotive 
tenders  and  the  track  walker  injured  by  coal  dropping  from 
the  tender.  Schultz  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  67  Wis.  616,  31 
K  W.  321. 

Perhaps  as  striking  an  illustration  as  any  case  that  can  be 
cited  is  Cooper  v.  M.  &  P.  du  G.  B.  Co.,  supra.  It  has  been 
many,  many  times  approved.  The  person  injured,  as  said 
in  Eeifhe  v.,  G.  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  58  Wis.  525,  17  K  W.  420, 
was  engaged  in  a  branch  of  the  service  not  in  any  way  con- 
nected with  that  in  which  the  negligent  employee  causing  the 
injury  was  engaged.  The  particular  work  of  the  one  had  no 
connection  whatever  with  the  particular  work  of  the  other, 
except  the  two  services  were  in  departments  of  the  general 
business  of  operating  the  railroad. 

It  seems  useless  to  pursue  the  matter  further.  Here,  at  the 
best  for  appellant,  he  was  engaged  in  one  branch  and  the 
blaster  in  another  of  the  general  business  of  a  common  em- 
ployment of  preparing  the  ground  for  the  foundation  of  a 
mill.  They  came  much  nearer  being  engaged  in  the  same 
particular  work,  if  that  was  a  legitimate  test,  than  the  injured 
and  the  injurer  in  any  of  the  cases  referred  to. 

The  idea  that  an  industrial  operation  under  an  employer  is 
subject  to  be  divided  into  specific  tasks  or  departments  accord- 
ing to  kind  of  work,  whether  of  common  or  expert  character, 
so  as  to  make  corresponding  divisions  as  to  fellowship,  has  no 
support  in  our  jurisprudence. 

Let  it  be  conceded,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  that  the 
specific  work  of  doing  the  blasting  was  delegated  wholly  to 
Spanbauer,  while  the  work  of  making  the  holes  for  him  to 
place  the  dynamite  in  and  of  excavating  after  the  blasts  were 
discharged  was  delegated  to  others,  including  appellant.  Con- 
cede if  we  may,  as  my  brethren  say,  that  the  two  kinds  of 
work  were  widely  different,  one  being  of  a  common  and  the 
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other  of  an  expert  character.  Also  concede,  for  now,  that  the 
particular  service  of  one  wajB  distinot  from  that  of  the  other 
and  that  thej  were  different  in  natnre  and  hazards  and  dan- 
gers. If  those  features,  under  the  rule  prevailing  here^  sug- 
gest want  of  fellowship,  I  do  not  understand  the  rule. 

True,  say  my  brethren,  "they  [Spanbauer  and  appellant} 
both  served  a  comm<m  master  and  occupied  the  same  place 
while  performing  their  respective  duties,  but  they  were  en- 
gaged in  independent  employments  in  the  construction  of  the 
mill."  That  is,  as  I  understand  it,  they  were  ^igaged  in 
different  tasks  of  the  general  work  of  construction.  That 
concession,  within  all  our  cases,  instead  of  indicating  want  of 
fellowship  indicates  right  the  contrary,  as  I  understand  our 
decisions. 

As  the  opinion  goes :  Tlaintiff  was  the  servant  of  defend- 
ant and  was  not  engaged  in  the  operation  of  blasting  with 
Spanbauer,  who,  •  •  .  alone,  was  the  blaster,'  thus  suggest- 
ing, as  before  indicated,  that  a  general  employment  is  divis- 
ible into  nxmierous  special  tasks  as  to  fellowships.  Where 
there  is  warrant  for  that  suggestion  I  do  not  know. 

I  think  the  ruling  of  the  learned  trial  court  was  right  and 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed* 
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Palmes,  Administratrix,  Eespondent^  vs.  Schultz,  Appel- 
lant 

February  20— March  9, 1909. 

Pleading:  Amenament  of  answer:  Discretion:  Appeal:  Harmless 
error:  Evidence:  Opinions:  QtuUification  of  witness:  Special 
verdict:  Form  of  questions:  Evidentiary  matters:  Death  caused 
hy  negligence:  Intoxication:  Instructions  to  jury:  Defining  ''or- 
dinary care** 

1.  In  the  allowance  of  amendments  to  pleacUngs,  especially  to  an- 

swers, a  liberal  policy  should  be  pursued  in  furtherance  of  jus- 
tice; and  ordinarily,  where  material  matter  is  omitted  from 
an  answer  by  mistake  or  Inadvertence,  an  amendment  should 
be  allowed. 

2.  In  an  action  for  death  of  one  alleged  to  have  been  killed  by  fall- 

ing, in  the  nighttime,  into  an  opening  where  the  sidewalk  on 
a  viaduct  had  been  torn  up  by  defendant,  the  allegations  as 
to  the  time  and  manner  in  which  decedent  met  his  death  were 
not  denied  in  the  answer.  At  the  trial,  more  than  three  years 
after  the  answer  was  served,  defendant  asked  leave  to  amend 
so  as  to  put  such  matters  in  issue.  It  appeared  that  the  failure 
to  deny  those  allegations  was  due  to  the  Inadvertence  of  counsel, 
but  also  that  prior  to  service  of  the  answer  plaintiff  had  found 
a  witness  who  could  testify  to  the  facts  so  alleged;  that  such 
witness  had  been  killed  about  two  years  later;  that  plaintiff 
had  relied  upon  the  fact  that  the  averments  in  question  were 
not  denied,  and  could  not  now  procure  any  witness  to  prove 
the  necessary  facts  if  the  amendment  were  allowed.  It  did  not 
appear  that  plaintiff  was  responsible  for  the  delays  in  bringing 
the  action  to  trial.  Held,  that  the  trial  court  might  well  have 
concluded  that  allowance  of  the  amendment  would  not  be  "in 
furtherance  of  Justice"  (sec.  2830,  Stats.  1898),  and  it  cannot 
be  said  that  his  refusal  to  allow  it  was  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

3.  The  admission  of  evidence  as  to  how  long  plaintiff's  intestate  had 

been  dead  when  found  was  harmless  where  there  was  no  denial 
of  the  allegations  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  his  death. 

4.  A  witness  shown  to  have  had  considerable  experience  as  assist- 

ant coroner  might  testify  as  to  how  long  a  person  had  been 
dead  when  he  saw  him,  the  objection  that  he  was  not  a  physi- 
cian or  qualified  as  an  expert  going  rather  to  the  weight  of  his 
testimony  than  to  his  competency  as  a  witness. 
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6.  Questions  for  a  special  verdict  need  not  cover  mere  evidentiary 
matters,  nor  is  there  ordinarily  any  necessity  for  reciting  evi- 
dentiary facts  therein. 

6.  Plaintiff's  Intestate  having  been  killed  by  falling  through  an 

open  space  in  a  viaduct,  a  question  for  special  verdict,  "Was 
the  condition  of  such  open  space  obvious  to  a  traveler  on  foot 
crossing  the  viaduct  from  the  east  side  toward  such  opening, 
exercising  ordinary  care?"  is  held  to  have  fairly  submitted  the 
phase  of  contributory  negligence  sought  to  be  covered  by  a 
Question  proposed  by  defendant,  "Under  the  conditions  as  to 
lights,  barriers,  guard  rails,  etc.,  surrounding  or  adjacent  to 
the  open  space,  .  .  .  was  such  opening  obvious,"  etc.? 

7.  So,  also,  the  question  "Was  such  open  space  properly  guarded  at 

the  time  of  the  injury?"  accompanied  by  a  charge  fully  defin- 
ing defendant's  duty  to  maintain  suitable  guards,  fairly  sub- 
mitted the  issue,  and  it  was  not  error  not  to  submit  a  proposed 
question,  "Did  the  defendant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  care  in 
leaving  the  opening  ...  in  the  condition  as  to  lights,  barriers, 
guard  rails,  etc.,  in  which  it  was  left,"  etc.? 

8.  So,  also,  intoxication  of  the  deceased  on  the  night  in  question 

was  a  mere  evidentiary  fact  tending  to  establish  contributory 
negligence,  and  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury  by  a  general 
question  on  the  subject  of  such  negligence,  accompanied  by 
proper  instruction. 

9.  A  charge  defining  ordinary  care  to  be  "such  care  as  a  man  of 

ordinary  care  and  prudence  would  have  used  under  circum- 
stances like  those  disclosed  in  the  testimony,"  is  held,  if  inac- 
curate, not  to  have  been  misleading  in  this  case  merely  because 
it  did  not  say  "such  care  as  a  man  of  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence would  ordinarily  have  used"  and  did  not  say  "under  the 
same  or  similar  circumstances."  But  the  omission  of  the  word 
"ordinarily"  from  the  definition  may  sometimes  be  misleading. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county :  Warren  D.  Tarrant,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  of 
the  estate  of  Thomas  Palmer,  deceased,  to  recover  damages 
for  the  death  of  the  decedent,  who  was  her  son.  The  defend- 
ant entered  into  a  contract  with  the  city  of  Milwaukee  to  con- 
struct sidewalks  on  the  Sixteenth-street  viaduct  in  said  city, 
agreeing  in  such  contract  to  maintain  suitable  barriers,  and 
to  provide  lights  and  watchmen,  and  to  take  such  other  pre- 
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cautions  as  might  be  necessary  to  protect  life  and  property. 
The  negligence  relied  upon  was  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  cause  proper  barriers  to  be  placed  adjacent  to  the  open 
space  caused  by  the  removal  of  about  1,000  feet  of  the  old 
sidewalk.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for 
plaintiff,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  defendant  assigns  the  following  errors:  (1)  Keceiv- 
ing  the  testimony  of  the  assistant  coroner  of  Milwaukee 
county,  to  the  effect  that  in  his  opinion  the  deceased  had 
been  dead  for  four  or  five  hours  when  he  saw  the  body. 
(2)  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant  a  nonsuit  (3)  The 
refusal  of  the  court  to  permit  the  defendant  to  amend  his 
answer.  (4)  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant  (5)  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  insert  divers 
questions  in  the  special  verdict  (6)  Eironeous  instructions 
to  the  juiy.  (7)  •The  action  of  the  court  in  answering  the 
first  question  in  the  special  verdict  (8)  The  submission  of 
improper  questions  in  the  special  verdict 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Doe  &  Ballhom, 
and  oral  argument  by  J.  B.  Doe. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Ryan,  Ogden  & 
Bottum,  and  oral  argument  by  Hugh  Ryan. 

Baenes,  J.  The  complaint  in  this  action  contained  the  fol- 
lowing allegation : 

"And  said  Thomas  Palmer,  deceased,  on  the  night  of  the 
19th  or  early  morning  of  the  20th  of  May,  1904,  and  while 
it  was  still  dark,  walked  from  the  east  side  of  said  viaduct 
across  the  roadway  for  horses,  with  the  intention  of  going 
upon  the  sidewalk  upon  the  west  side  of  said  viaduct,  and 
walked  into  the  space  or  hole  left  where  said  sidewalk  had 
been  torn  up,  and  fell  to  the  ground  some  forty  feet  below 
and  was  killed.'* 

The  answer  denies  that  defendant  neglected  to  cause  proper 
barriers  to  be  erected,  denies  that  he  failed  to  take  suitable 
measures  for  the  protection  of  persons  walking  upon  said  via- 
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diict^  and  ^^denies  expressly  that  the  death  of  said  plaintiff's 
decedent  was  caused  by  any  neglect  on  his  part  to  provide  suit- 
able guards  for  the  protection  of  life  and  property,  but  al- 
leges, on  the  contrary,  that  the  accident  which  caused  the 
plaintiff's  decedent^s  death  was  occasioned  by  reascHi  of  the 
negligence  or  carelessness  of  plaintiff's  decedent  directly  con- 
tributing thereto,  and  that  defendant  was  in  no  wise  respon- 
sible through  any  n^ligence  or  carelessness  on  his  part  for 
the  death  of  plaintiff's  decedent." 

The  answer  further  alleges  '^th&t  the  accident  received  by 
him  [the  decedent]  and  which  caused  his  death  was  due  to 
the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  said  plaintiff's  decedent  him- 
self contributing  directly  thereto." 

That  these  denials  and  averments  of  the  answer  do  not  put 
in  issue  the  allc^tion  of  the  complaint  as  to  the  time  and 
manner  in  whidi  the  plaintiff's  decedent  met  his  death  seems 
too  clear  to  admit  of  serious  controversy.  The  contributory 
negligence  of  the  decedent,  and  the  lack  of  negligence  on  tlie 
part  of  the  defendant,  are  well  pleaded ;  but  it  is  not  denied 
that  while  it  was  dark  on  the  night  of  May  19th,  or  the  early 
morning  of  May  20th,  the  deceased  walked  from  the  east  side 
of  the  viaduct  across  the  roadway  for  horses,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  going  upon  the  sidewalk  on  the  west  side  of  the  via- 
duct, and  that  in  so  doing  he  walked  into  a  space  or  hole  left 
by  the  removal  of  the  old  sidewalk  and  fell  to  the  ground  a 
distance  of  forty  feet  and  was  killed. 

One  of  the  errors  principally  relied  upon  was  the  refusal 
of  tlie  court  to  permit  the  defendant  to  so  amend  his  answer  as 
to  put  in  issue  the  averments  of  the  complaint  as  to  the  time 
and  manner  in  which  Thomas  Palmer  met  his  death.  If  the 
ruling  of  the  trial  court  in  this  behalf  was  not  an  abuse  of 
sound  judicial  discretion,  then  the  errors  assigned  because  of 
the  admission  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Grundmann, 
and  because  of  the  failure  of  the  court  to  either  grant  a  non- 
suit or  direct  a  verdict,  are  untenable. 
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The  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  motion  to  amend  show 
that  the  averments  in  question  were  not  denied  because  of  the 
inadvertence  of  the  counsel  who  prepared  the  answer^  and  that, 
the  defendant  was  not  responsible  for  auch  omission.  The  ad- 
ministration of  the  law  requires  that  a  policy  of  liberality  be 
pursued  in  the  allowance  of  amendments  that  are  in  further- 
ance of  justice.  This  is  particularly  true  of  permitting 
amendments  to  answers.  Ordinarily  the  plaintiff  may  dis- 
continue his  action  and  begin  over,  if  the  right  of  amendment 
is  denied,  while  the  defendant  is  without  remedy  if  leave  to- 
amend  is  refused.  Thorn  v.  Smith,  71  Wis.  18,  24,  36  N. 
W.  707;  Carmichael  v.  Argard,  52  Wis.  607,  610,  9  N.  W. 
470.  And  ordinarily,  where  material  matter  is  omitted 
from  an  answer  by  mistake  or  inadvertence,  an  amendment 
should  be  allowed.  Gregory  v.  Hart,  7  Wis.  632 ;  Vilas  v. 
Mason,  25  Wis.  310.  And  it  may  be  an  abuse  of  discretion 
to  refuse  to  permit  a  defendant  to  amend  his  answer  by  strik- 
ing therefrom  an  admission  improvidently  made.  Hepp  v^ 
Huefner,  61  Wis.  148,  20  N.  W.  923.  Numerous  other 
cases  mght  be  cited  to  show  that  amendments  that  are  in  fur- 
therance of  justice  should  be  liberally  dealt  with  by  trial 
courts.  III.  8.  Co.  V.  Budzisz,  106  Wis.  499,  503,  82  N.  W. 
534;  Smith  v.  Dragert,  65  Wis.  507,  27  N.  W.  317;  Gates  v. 
Paul  117  Wis.  170, 182,  94  N.  W.  55. 

It  is  not  contended  by  the  respondent  that  if  the  amend- 
ment sought  was  in  furtherance  of  justice  it  might  not  have 
been  allowed  by  the  trial  court  under  sec.  2830,  Stats. 
(1898),  but  it  is  argued  that  under  the  facts  presented  to  the 
court  in  this  case  it  was  not  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  refuse^ 
leave  to  amend.  The  affidavits  filed  in  oppositicm  to  the  mo- 
tion for  leave  to  amend  in  substance  showed :  That  prior  to  the 
time  the  answer  was  served  the  plaintiff  had  found  a  witness 
who  could  and  would  testify  to  the  manner  in  which  decedent 
met  his  death  as  averred  in  the  complaint;  that  the  answer 
was  served  in  October,  1904 ;  that  the  action  had  been  noticed 
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for  trial  and  was  upon  the  point  of  being  tried  several  times 
after  issue  was  joined  and  before  January,  1908,  when  the 
motion  to  amend  was  made  on  the  trial  after  plaintiff  had 
rested  her  case;  that  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  fact  that  the 
averments  of  the  complaint  as  to  the  time  and  manner  in 
which  Palmer  met  his  death  were  not  put  in  issue  by  the  an- 
swer; that  the  witness  first  procured  to  prove  such  facts  was 
killed  in  a  railroad  accident  in  October,  1906;  and  that 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  procure  any  witness  to  prove  the  neces- 
sary facts  if  the  amendment  were  allowed,  although  she  might 
have  done  so  if  there  had  been  a  timely  joinder  of  issue  on  the 
fact  involving  the  manner  in  which  decedent  came  to  his 
deatli. 

The  accident  apparently  happened  at  a  time  and  place 
where  the  witnesses  to  how  it  occurred  would  not  be  numer- 
ous, if  there  were  any  such.  It  was  not  impossible  that  such 
evidence  might  be  found  even  after  the  death  of  the  witness 
relied  on.  But  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  three  and  one-half 
years  after  issue  had  been  joined,  the  difficulty  of  procuring 
such  testimony,  if  any  existed,  might  well  be  so  great  as  to 
amount  to  an  impossibility,  and  it  is  difficult  for  this  court  to 
say  that  a  meritorious  cause  of  action  might  not  be  defeated 
if  the  amendment  were  allowed.  In  this  case  it  might  be  a 
great  hardship  to  the  plaintiff,  after  the  lapse  of  so  long  a 
time,  to  compel  her  to  procure  testimony  to  prove  a  fact  that 
had  been  admitted.  She  was  entitled  to  rely  on  such  admis- 
sion, and  it  would  not  be  just  that  she  should  lose  her  cause  of 
action  because  at  a  late  date  she  was  obliged  to  secure  evi- 
dence that  she  might  be  unable  to  discover  even  though  it  ex- 
isted. It  does  not  appear  that  she  was  responsible  for  the 
delays  in  bringing  the  action  to  trial.  Under  the  facts  pre- 
sented to  the  trial  court  it  might  well  have  concluded  that  the 
allowance  of  the  amendment  would  not  be  in  furtherance  of 
justice  as  required  by  sec  2830,  Stats.  (1898),  and  this  court 
at  least  cannot  say  that  the  trial  judge  committed  an  abuse  of 
^liscretion.     The  following  cases  amply  sustain  this  view  of 
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the  law:  8t  Clara  F.  Acad.  v.  N.  W.  Nat  Ins.  Co.  101  Wis. 
464,  466,  77  N.  W.  893 ;  lU.  T.  £  S.  Bank  v.  Alex.  Stewart 
L.  Co.  119  Wis.  64,  94  N.  W.  777;  Ballston  Spa  Bank  v. 
Marine  Bank,  16  Wis.  120,  136 ;  Longwell  v.  Mierow,  130 
Wis.  208,  109  N.  W.  943;  Phimiix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  YfaV 
ratK  63  Wis.  669,  10  K  W.  151. 

The  motions  for  a  nonsuit  and  for  a  directed  verdict  being 
based  on  the  assumption  that  there  was  no  evidence  showing 
or  tending  to  show  how  Palmer  met  his  death,  and  that  the 
manner  in  which  he  lost  his  life  was  an  issuable  fact  in  the 
case,  or  the  defendant  should  have  been  permitted  to  make  it 
so  by  amendment,  it  follows  that  no  error  was  committed  by 
the  court  in  denying  such  motions. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  court  erred  in  receiving  the  evidence 
of  the  witness  Grundmann,  giving  his  opinion  as  to  the  length 
of  time  Palmer  was  dead  when  the  witness  saw  him,  because 
he  was  not  a  physician  and  was  not  shown  to  have  had  the 
necessary  expert  knowledge  to  qualify  him  to  testify.  In  view 
of  the  failure  of  the  answer  to  deny  the  time  or  manner  in 
which  Palmer  met  his  death  the  admission  of  this  evidence 
was  harmless.  In  any  event  he  was  shown  to  have  had  consid- 
erable experience  as  assistant  coroner  of  Milwaukee  county, 
and  we  think  the  objection  n;^ade  went  to  the  weight  that 
should  be  given  the  testimony  rather  than  to  the  competency 
of  the  witness. 

Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  refused  to  submit  this 
question  in  the  special  verdict: 

"Under  the  conditions  as  to  lights,  barriers,  guard  rails, 
eta,  surrounding  or  adjacent  to  the  open  space  on  the  west 
side  of  Sixteenth-street  viaduct,  on  the  night  of  May  19, 
1904,  was  such  opening  obvious  to  a  traveler  on  foot  cross- 
ing the  viaduct  from  the  east  side  toward  the  opening  ?'* 

In  lieu  thereof  the  court  submitted  the  following  question : 

"Was  the  condition  of  such  open  space  obvious  to  a  trav- 
eler on  foot  crossing  the  viaduct  from  the  east  side  toward 
such  opening  exercising  ordinary  care?" 
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The  appellant  insists  that  the  question  should  recite  the  ex- 
istence of  lights,  barriers,  etc  The  respondent  contends  that 
there  was  a  material  dispute  in  the  evidence  in  reference  to 
the  existence  and  location  of  lights,  and  that  the  testimony 
tended  to  show  that  tliere  were  no  barriers  whatever  at  the 
point  where  the  decedent  entered  and  where  he  evidently  sup- 
posed the  west  sidewalk  to  be,  and  that  thereforo  the  question 
requested  was  improper  and  the  one  submitted  by  the  court 
was  proper.  The  material  question  was  whether  the  hole  in 
the  sidewalk  was  so  guarded  that  its  dangerous  character 
would  be  observed  by  a  person  approaching  it  in  the  direction 
in  which  the  deceased  approached  it^  if  such  person  exercised 
ordinary  care.  This  question  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  the 
phase  of  decedent's  alleged  contributory  negligence  which  de- 
fendant sought  to  cover  by  the  question  proposed  by  him. 
There  is  no  necessity  for  covering  mere  evidentiary  matters 
by  questions  in  a  special  verdict^  and  neither  is  there  ordina- 
rily any  necessity  for  reciting  evidentiary  facts  in  questions 
that  are  submitted.  Zimmer  v.  Fqx  River  Valley  E,  R.  Co. 
118  Wis.  614,  617,  618,  95  N.  W.  957 ;  McCoy  v.  Milwaukee 
St.  R.  Co.  88  Wis.  56,  61,  59  N.  W.  453 ;  McLimans  v.  Lan- 
caster, 63  Wis.  596,  603,  23  N.  W.  689;  Blarikavag  v.  Badger 
Box  &  L.  Co.  136  Wig.  380,  117  K  W.  852,  854;  Wisconsin 
F.  L.  Co.  V.  Bullard,  119  Wis.  320,  324,  96  N.  W.  833. 
Many  matters  of  evidence  might  bear  on  the  alleged  n^li- 
gence  of  the  decedent  in  not  observing  the  hole,  but  after  all 
the  question  was :  Could  he  have  observed  it  had  he  exercised 
ordinary  care  f 

The  defendant  also  claims  that  it  was  error  not  to  submit 
to  the  jury  the  following  question: 

*TDid  the  defendant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  care  in  leav- 
ing the  opening  on  the  west  side  of  the  viaduct  in  the  condi- 
tion as  to  lights,  barriers,  guard  rails,  etc,  in  which  it  was 
left  on  the  night  of  May  19, 1904  ? "  - 
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Instead  of  Bubmitting  the  question  asked,  the  court  submitr 
ted  the  following  question  to  the  jury : 

"Was  such  open  space  (as  is  referred  to  in  question  No.  1) 
properly  guarded  at  the  time  of  the  injuxy  to  the  decedent?" 

The  charge  given  to  the  jury  under  the  foregoing  question 
in  the  special  verdict  is  quite  full.  It  defines  the  duty  of  the 
<lefendant  in  reference  to  the  maintenance  of  suitable  guards 
to  warn  travelers  of  existing  dangers.  No  esception  is  taken  to 
such  diaige.  The  question  eobmitted  fairly  oovers  the  real  is- 
sue, and  under  the  authorities  cited  no  error  was  committed  in 
refusing  to  submit  the  question  propounded  by  iho  defendant. 

The  defendant  also  requested  that  the  following  question 
be  submitted  to  the  jury :  "Was  the  deceased,  Thomas  Palmer, 
-on  the  evening  of  May  19, 1904,  under  the  influence  of  liquor 
to  any  oooosidemble  extent  ?"  The  court  refused  to  submit  the 
question.  The  alleged  intoxication  of  decedent  was  an  evi- 
dentiary fact  bearing  upon  the  defense  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. As  was  said  in  Fitzgerald  v.  Weston,  52  Wis.  354,  9 
KW.  13: 

"...  If  the  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  deceased 
was  intoxicated  in  any  degree  at  the  time  of  tiie  injury,  that 
^rcumstancey  with  other  facts  in  the  case,  should  have  gone 
to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  contributory  negligence." 

This  rule  of  law  is  approved  in  Seymer  v.  Lake,  66  Wis. 
•651,  29  K  W.  554.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  question 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  An  affirmative  an- 
swer would  not  necessarily  entitle  the  defendant  to  judgment 
on  the  verdict,  although  it  might  cast  upon  the  plaintiff  the 
burden  of  showing  that  decedent  used  ordinary  care.  Bums 
V.  Elba,  32  Wis.  605.  The  jury  was  required  to  find  whether 
any  want  of  ordinary  oare  on  the  part  of  the  decedent  contrib- 
uted to  produce  his  injuries.  Under  this  question  the  court 
•chai^d  the  jury  as  follows: 

'intoxication  in  any  degree  at  the  time  o£  the  injury  is  a 
eircnmstanoe  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  negligence 
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or  want  of  ordinary  care.  If  you  find  that  the  deceased  at 
the  time  of  the  injury  was  so  intoxicated  as  to  be  incapable 
of  managing  and  conducting  himself  with  ordinary  care  and 
prudence,  then  you  must  find  the  deceased  was  not  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care ;  and  if  you  find  that  this  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence  did  contribute  in  the  slightest  degree 
to  produce  the  injury  complained  of,  then  you  should  an- 
swer question  No.  6  yes." 

Intoxication  was  an  evidentiary  f rfct  tending  to  establish 
want  of  ordinary  care  and  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury 
under  the  question  dealing  generally  with  want  of  ordinary^ 
care.  A  portion  of  the  instruction  is  subject  to  criticism,  but 
no  exception  is  taken  thereto. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows: 

"By  'ordinary  care'  is  meant  such  care  as  a  man  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence  would  have  used  under  circumstances- 
like  those  disclosed  in  the  testimony  in  this  case." 

Two  objections  are  taken  to  this  charge:  (1)  Because  the^ 
court  did  not  say  that  "ordinary  care"  was  such  care  as  a  man 
of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  would  ordinarily  have  used; 
and  (2)  in  not  using  the  words  "under  the  same  or  similar 
circumstances,"  instead  of  those  used  by  the  court,  "under 
circumstances  like  those  disclosed  by  the  testimony  in  this 
case."  The  latter  criticism  on  the  charge  is  entirely  unsub- 
stantial and  ephemeral  in  its  character.  The  definition  of 
"ordinary  care"  that  has  met  the  approval  of  this  court  in  a 
long  line  of  decisions  is  that  it  is  such  care  "as  the  great  mass 
of  mankind  ordinarily  use  in  the  same  or  similar  circum- 
stances." Nass  V.  Schulz,  105  Wis.  146, 150,  81  K  W.  133 ; 
DutUe  V.  Washburn,  87  Wis.  231,  233,  58  K  W.  380;  Hen- 
nesey  v.  G.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  109,  74  N.  W.  554;  Ward 
V.  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  29  Wis.  144 ;  Stafford  v.  Chippewa  VaJr 
ley  E.  R.  Co.  110  Wis.  331,  354,  85  N.  W.  1036;  Dehsoy  v. 
Milwaukee  E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  110  Wis.  412,  85  N.  W.  973;. 
Schrunh  v.  St.  Joseph,  120  Wis.  223,  97  N.  .W.  946,  and 
many  others  that  might  be  cited.  It  would  save  this  court 
some  trouble  if  a  definition  so  often  repeated  were  adhered  to,. 
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but  it  is  not.  The  omission  of  the  word  '^ordinarily'*  from  the 
definition  may  sometimes  be  misleading.  Schrunk  v.  S.t.  Jo* 
seph,  120  Wis.  223,  231,  97  N.  W.  946.  Persons  of  ordinary 
care  and  prudence  may  do  negligent  acts,  so  that  the  real  ques- 
tion, after  all,  is  not  what  a  person  of  ordinary  care  might 
have  done  if  placed  in  the  situation  the  decedent  was  placed 
in  here,  but  what  would  such  a  person  ordinarily  do  if  placed 
in  such  a  situation?  On  the  other  hand,  the  possibility  of 
injury  resulting  from  such  an  instruction  is  remote.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  correct  definition  and  that  here  given  is  so 
refined  that  it  is  not  apt  to  mislead  the  ordinary  jury.  The 
statute  (sec.  2829)  requires  this  court  to  disregard  imma- 
terial errors.  Eeversing  causes  because. of  them  prolongs 
and  renders  litigation  unnecessarily  burdensome  on  litigants. 
So  this  court  has  held  in  several  well-considered  cases  that 
the  omission  of  the  word  here  complained  of  was  not  reversible 
error  where  it  was  apparent  no  injury  resulted  therefrom. 
The  instruction  here  given  was  taken  almost  verbatim  from 
one  given  by  the  same  trial  judge  in  H anion  v.  Milwaukee 
E.  R.  &  L.  Co.  118  Wis.  210,  223,  95  K  W.  100,  104,  where 
it  was  said  that  "the  instruction  assailed  is  strictly  accurate.'' 
The  criticism  here  made  on  the  instruction  was  not  made  in 
that  case,  so  the  decision  is  wanting  in  the  force  it  might 
otherwise  have  as  a  precedent  because  of  that  fact  However, 
in  Coppins  v.  Jefferson,  126  Wis.  578,  583,  105  N.  W.  1078, 
and  in  Pumorlo  v.  Merrill  125  Wis.  102,  107,  103  N.  W. 
464,  like  instructions  are  approved.  We  think  no  prejudicial 
error  resulted  from  the  instruction  given  if  it  be  conceded 
that  the  definition  by  the  court  of  "ordinary  care"  is  inac- 
curate. 

Some  other  errors  are  assigned.  They  have  been  carefully 
examined,  but  we  think  none  of  them  are  tenable  and  that  no 
useful  purpose  would  be  served  by  discussing  them,  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  should  be  aflSrmed. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  138—30 
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Ryan^  Administratrix,  Respondent,  vs.  Oshkosh  Gas  Light 
Company,  Appellant 

February  20— March  9,  1909. 

Death  caused  by  negligence:  Defect  in  electric  lighting  wires:  Suffi- 
ciency of  special  verdict:  Instructions  to  jury:  Evidence:  Ex- 
amination of  hostile  witness:  Discretion:  Damages, 

1.  In  an  action  for  death  of  one  who  was  killed  by  coming  in  con- 

tact with  a  guy  wire  charged  with  electridtyp  the  special  ver- 
dict— submitting  to  the  jury  the  questions  whether  defendant 
was  negligent  In  permitting  the  guy  wire  to  become  so  charged; 
whether  such  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  de- 
cedent's death;  whether  the  primary  wire  which  fed  an  electric 
light  near  by  was  displaced  and  In  contact  with  other  wires 
BO  as  to  render  the  guy  wire  dangerous;  whether,  If  so,  such 
condition  had  existed  for  such  length  of  time  that  defendant, 
in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  ought  to  have  known  and 
remedied  the  defect  before  the  accident;  whether  the  decedent 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  and  the  amount  of  plaint- 
IfT's  damages— is  held  fairly  to  cover  the  Issuable  facts  without 
further  submission  of  more  specific  questions  as  to  defendant's 
negligence.  Rowley  v,  0^  M,  d  8t,  P.  R.  Co.  135  Wis.  208,  dis- 
tinguished. 

2.  The  finding  that  the  defect  had  existed  for  such  length  of  time 

that  defendant,  In  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  ought  to  have 
known  and  remedied  it,  is  held  to  be  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence— showing,  among  other  things,  that  on  Friday  a  falling 
tree  caused  a  displacement  and  considerable  slack  in  the  pri- 
mary wire  carrying  the  high  current;  that  on  Saturday  morn- 
ing defendant's  employees  attempted  to  repair  the  defect  by 
merely  taking  up  the  slack  at  a  point  some  distance  therefrom 
without  going  to  the  guy  post  or  to  the  pole  carrying  the  pri- 
mary wire,  the  view  of  which  from  the  point  at  which  they 
worked  was  somewhat  obstructed  by  intervening  trees;  and 
that  the  accident  occurred  on  the  following  Monday. 

8.  The  important  question  in  such  case  was,  not  when  the  contact 
took  place  whereby  the  current  passed  into  the  guy  wire,  but 
when  the  wires  became  displaced  so  as  to  permit  a  contact  to 
occur. 

4.  Quwre  whether,  upon  the  facta  of  the  case,  defendant  was  not 
guilty  of  negligence  as  matter  of  law  in  falling  to  use  some 
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proper  appliance  which.  In  the  event  of  defect  or  contact  of 
wires,  would  prevent  the  passage  of  the  current  to  the  guy 
wire. 
6.  Refusal  to  give  requested  Instructions  Is  not  error  where  they 

are  fairly  covered  by  the  general  charge. 
6.  Independent  of  statute  a  party  has  the  right  to  examine  a  hostile 
or  adverse  witness,  and  It  Is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
trial  court  whether  questions  in  the  nature  of  cross-examination 
shall  be  allowed. 
(7.  Whether  sec.  4068,  Stats.  (Laws  of  1907,  ch.  271),— providing  that 
any  agent  or  employee  of  a  corporation  which  Is  a  party  may 
be  examined  upon  the  trial  as  If  under  cross-examination,  at 
the  Instance  of  the  adverse  party, — ^Is  valid,  not  determined.] 

8.  In  fixing  a  widow's  damages  for  death  of  her  husband  the  Jury 

may  include  the  value  of  her  support  and  protection  by  him 
during  the  time  he  would  probably  have  lived,  and  may  con- 
sider the  addition  that  his  earnings  would  probably  have  made 
to  his  property,  and  her  reasonable  expectation  of  pecuniary 
advantage  by  ultimately  receiving  a  share  of  such  earnings  as 
one  of  his  heirs. 

9.  An  award  of  $7,000  for  death  of  plaintlfTB  husband,  forty-six 

years  old,  a  good  business  man,  thrifty  and  industrious,  who 
had  accumulated  an  estate  of  |7,000,  is  held  not  excessive. 

10.  In  an  action  for  death  of  plaintiffs  husband  the  admission  of 

evidence  as  to  the  official  position  which  he  had  held,  and  that 
at  one  time  he  had  attended  college  to  better  qualify  himself 
for  business,  was  not  error. 

11.  It  appearing  that  deceased  was  running  a  truck  farm,  raising 

berries  and  fruits,  and  that  it  was  a  profitable  business,  it  was 
not  error  to  permit  a  witness  to  state  what  would  be  "the  aver- 
age annual  earning  from  an  acre  of  strawberries,  fairly  culti- 
vated and  raised  in  that  vicinity."  The  objection  that  it  had 
not  been  shown  how  deceased  cultivated  his  berries,  the  variety 
he  raised,  or  the  character  of  his  soil,  etc.,  went  rather  to  the 
weight  of  such  testimony  than  to  its  competency. 

Appsal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county :  Geo.  W.  Bubnell,  Circuit  Judge.    AffirmecL 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  pecun- 
iary value  of  the  life  of  the  plaintiffs  intestate,  who  was 
killed  by  an  electric  current  charged  to  have  been  negligently 
permitted  to  pass  over  defendant's  wires  to  a  certain  guy 
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wire  with  which  intestate  came  in  contact*     The  answer  de- 
nied liability.     The  jury  returned  the  following  verdict: 

**(1)  Was  the  defendant  guilty  of  negligence  in  permit- 
ting the  said  guy  wire,  at  the  point  where  the  said  Dennis  H. 
Ryan  came  in  contact  therewith,  to  beeorae  charged  with  eleo- 
tricity?    A.  Yes. 

"(2)  If  you  answer  the  above 'question  Tes/  then  was 
such  negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  and  death 
of  said  Dennis  Ryan?     A.  Yes. 

'^(3)  Was  the  primary  wire  on  the  pole  near  the  place  of 
the  accident  displaced  and  in  contact  with  other  wires  at  the 
time  and  place  of  the  accjdent  so  as  to  render  the  guy  wire 
dangerous?    A.  Yes. 

*'(4)  If  you  answer  the  question  last  above  ^Yes/  then  had 
such  condition  existed  for  such  a  length  of  time  that  the  de- 
fendant and  its  oflicers,  in  the  exorcise  of  ordinary  care  and 
prudence,  ought  to  have  known  of  and  remedied  the  same 
before  the  accident?    A.  Yes. 

'*(5)  Was  the  injury  to  said  Ryan  which  resulted  in  his 
death  an  accident  the  proximate  cause  of  which  the  jury  is 
unable  to  discover  from  the  evidence?    A.  No. 

'*(G)  Did  a  want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  on  the 
part  of  said  Dennis  Ryan  contribute  to  his  injury  and  death? 
A,  No. 

"(.7)  If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  at  what  sum 
do  you  assess  her  damages  ?    A.  $7,000." 

After  denial  of  the  several  motions  made  by  defendant 
the  court  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  verdict,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Doe  dc  Ballhom  and 
Bo  tick  &  Hilton,  and  oral  argument  by  J.  B.  Doe  and  John 
F,  Kluwiru 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Doyle  &  Hard- 
grove,  and  oral  argument  by  T.  L.  Doyle. 

Kerwin,  J.  At  the  time  of  the  injury  and  for  many  years 
prior  thereto  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  furnishing  elec- 
tricity to  the  city  of  Oshkosh  and  its  inhabitants,  and  for 
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fluch  purpose  maintained  poles,  wires,  and  equipments  in  the 
streets.  At  the  point  where  Regent  street  in  said  city  con- 
nects with  Korthwestem  avenue  was  maintained  an  arc  lamp 
supported  by  a  span  wire,  each  end  of  which  was  attached 
to  a  pole  about  thirty  feet  from  the  ground.  This  lamp, 
which  hung  over  the  center  of  Northwestern  avenue,  was 
fastened  to  the  span  wire  by  a  metal  interlocking  device, 
which  was  attached  to  a  wire  under  the  span  wire  and  to  the 
northwest  comer  pole  and  extended  down  the  pole  to  within  a 
few  feet  of  the  ground.  On  the  south  side  of  Northwestern 
avenue,  between  the  sidewalk  and  driveway,  was  a  guy  post 
to  which  a  wire  supporting  the  south  pole  was  fastened.  Near 
the  top  of  this  pole  the  span  and  guy  wires  wound  around 
the  pole  in  such  manner  as  to  be  in  contact  The  primary 
wire  which  fed  the  lamp  carried  2,300  volts  of  electricity. 
The  arc  wires  carried  about  8,000  voltage.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident  the  primary  wire  was  found  detached  from  the  insu- 
lator and  lying  across  the  cross-arm  against  the  pole  and 
wire  which  fed  the  arc  lamp.  The  guy  post,  which  was  about 
«ix  feet  high,  stood  thirty-five  feet  from  the  pole  which  sup- 
ported the  arc  lamp,  and  the  guy  wire  was  fastened  to  this 
guy  poet  at  about  three  inches  from  the  top.  On  the  29th  day 
of  July,  1907,  the  deceased  was  killed  by  a  current  of  elec- 
tricity which  had  escaped  to  the  guy  wire  with  which  the 
deceased  came  in  contact  A  great  many  errors  are  assigned, 
but  they  may,  so  far  as  necessary  to  discussion,  be  grouped 
under  a  few  heads. 

1.  The  form  of  the  special  verdict  is  vigorously  assailed, 
and  particularly  upon  the  authority  of  Rowley  v.  C,  M.  &  8t 
P.  E.  Co.  135  Wis.  208,  115  N.  W.  865.  It  is  insisted  that 
the  issuable  facts  were  not  submitted,  and  that  the  court  erred 
in  refusing  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  questions  asked  by  the 
appellant  We  have  set  out  in  the  statement  of  facts  the 
special  verdict  submitted,  and  think  it  fairly  covered  the 
issuable  facts  raised  by  the  pleadings,  namely,  whether  de- 
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fendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  permitting  the  guy  wire 
with  which  the  deceased  came  in  contact  to  become  so  charged, 
whether  the  primary  wire  was  displaced  and  in  contact  with 
other  wires  at  the  time  of  the  accident  so  as  to  render  the  guy 
wire  dangerous,  and  whether  such  condition  had  existed  for 
such  time  that  the  defendant  and  its  officers  ought  to  have 
known  of  and  remedied  the  defect;  also,  as  to  proximate 
cause,  contributory  negligence,  and  amount  of  damages. 
These  were  the  material  issuable  facts  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings. The  instant  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
Rowley  Case.  There  the  negligence  complained  of  was  the 
placing  of  a  truck  by  defendant's  employee  on  the  station 
platform  in  such  position  that  a  passing  train  struck  it  and 
hurled  it  against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  court  refused  to  sub- 
mit the  questions  asked  covering  this  material  controverted 
fact  or  any  substitute  therefor,  and  therefore  the  main  fact 
was  not  found  at  all,  except  in  the  form  of  a  general  verdict. 
So  the  case  is  not  controlling  here. 

2.  It  is  also  claimed  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence 
to  support  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  This  contention  is  based 
mainly  upon  the  idea  that  it  was  not  shown  that  the  defect 
had  existed  a  sufficient  length  of  time  before  the  injury  to 
charge  defendant  with  notice.  We  think  this  position  unten- 
able. That  the  dangerous  current  which  killed  Kyan  escaped 
to  the  guy  wire  from  the  primary  wire  is  without  dispute  and 
the  negligence  established  if  defendant  had  notice  in  time 
to  have  remedied  the  defect  before  the  injury.  We  think  this 
question  was  for  the  jury.  The  accident  occurred  July  29, 
1907,  about  noon.  On  Friday,  July  26,  1907,  a  tree  which 
stood  on  the  south  side  of  Northwestern  avenue  near  the  pole 
to  which  the  charged  wire  ran  was  cut^  and  in  falling  a 
branch  struck  the  wires  and  broke  one  and  injured  others, 
causing  slack  in  one  or  two  of  the  wires.  On  the  evening  of 
that  day,  the  26th,  notice  was  brought  to  an  agent  of  the 
defendant,  who  examined  the  premises  and  found  the  wirea 


9]  JANUAEY  TERM,  1909.  471 

Ryan  v.  Oshkosh  G.  L.  Ck>.  138  Wis.  466. 

out  of  order  and  considerable  slack  in  the  primary  wire 
which  carried  the  high  current  This  displacement  and 
defect  of  the  primary  wire  was  without  doubt,  under  the  evi- 
dence, caused  by  the  tree  falling  upon  the  wires.  On  Satur- 
day morning,  July  27th,  it  appears  from  the  evidence  the 
agents  of  defendant  attempted  to  repair  the  defect  which  was 
discovered  Friday,  but  it  is  manifest  that  the  question  of 
whether  they  did  properly  remedy  the  defect  was  for  the  jury. 
If  they  did  not,  then  the  jury  was  justified  in  finding  that 
the  defect  had  existed  such  time  as  to  render  defendant 
liable  for  failure  to  repair.  It  would  serve  no  useful  purpose 
to  go  into  a  discussion  of  the  evidence  upon  this  proposition. 
The  employees  of  defendant  on  Saturday  took  up  the  slack 
which  they  found  in  the  wires,  but  did  not  go  to  the  guy  post 
or  pole  carrying  the  primary  wire  in  question,  but  took  up 
the  slack  at  a  point  some  distance  therefrom  and  concluded 
that  all  was  well. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  view  from  the  point 
where  the  men  worked  in  taking  up  the  slack  to  the  pole  in 
question  was  somewhat  obstructed  by  thick  foliage  upon 
trees  intervening,  and  that  the  repairing  crew  assumed  that 
the  taking  up  of  the  slack  was  all  that  was  necessary  and 
did  not  discover  the  defect  at  the  pole  from  which  the  current 
escaped  to  the  guy  wire.  In  any  event  there  is  ample  evidence 
to  support  a  finding  that  the  defect  occurred  on  Friday  and 
so  remained  until  the  injury  Monday  noon,  which  was  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  finding  of  the  jury  on  this  point.  The  jury 
foimd  that  the  defendant  negligently  permitted  the  guy  wire 
to  be  charged  with  a  deadly  current  of  electricity.  This  find- 
ing is  supported  by  the  establishment  of  the  fact  that  the 
defect  existed  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  for  such 
length  of  time  before  the  injury  as  to  charge  defendant  with 
negligence  in  failure  to  repair.  It  is  at  least  a  serious  ques- 
tion whether  upon  the  facts  of  this  case  the  defendant  would 
not  be  guilty  of  negligence  as  matter  of  law  in  failing  to 
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prevent  the  escape  of  the  dangerous  current  to  the  guy  wire 
by  some  proper  appliance  which  in  the  event  of  defect  or  con- 
tact of  wires  would  prevent  the  passage  of  the  current  to  the 
guy  wire.  This  danger,  we  understand,  may  be  easily 
guarded  against,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  that  it  is  cus- 
tomary to  so  protect  guy  wires  as  to  prevent  dangerous  cur- 
rents escaping  over  them  in  such  manner  as  to  endanger  the 
public.  But  we  do  not  regard  it  necessary  to  put  our  decision 
upon  that  ground,  as  we  regard  the  evidence  ample  to  sup- 
port the  finding  that  the  defect  had  existed  a  sufficient  time 
to  charge  the  defendant  with  notice  thereof  in  time  to  have 
repaired  it  before  the  injury.  The  showing  of  negligence  and 
proximate  cause  was  ample  to  support  the  verdict  under  the 
rule  laid  do^vn  by  the  authorities  in  such  case.  Wilhert  v. 
Sheboygan  L.,  P,  &  R.  Co.  129  Wis.  1,  106  K  W.  1058; 
Nagle  v.  Ilalce,  123  Wis.  256,  101  K  W.  409;  Hom^  T.  Co. 
V.  Fields,  150  Ala.  306,  43  South.  711 ;  Paine  v.  Electric  I. 
d  P.  Co.  64  App.  Div.  477,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  279;  ^Yalters  v. 
Denver  C.  E.  L.  Co.  17  Colo.  App.  192,  68  Pac.  117 ;  Newark 
E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Ruddy,  62  N.  J.  Law,  505,  41  Atl.  712; 
Wolpers  V.  New  York  &  Q.  E.  L.  £  P.  Co.  91  App.  Div. 
424,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  845 ;  Hatfries  v.  Raleigh  Oas  Co.  114  N. 
C.  203,  19  S.  E.  344;  Wood  v.  Wilmington  C.  R.  Co.  5  Pen- 
newill  (Del.)  369,  64  Atl.  24:Q;  Jacks  v.  Reeves,  78  Ark.  426, 
95  S.  W.  781 ;  Norfolk  R.  £  L.  Co.  v.  Spratley,  103  Va.  379, 
49  S.  E.  502. 

3.  Several  errors  are  assigned  on  the  charge  and  refusal  to 
charge.  We  shall  not  go  over  them  in  detail.  We  are  con- 
vinced that,  where  instructions  asked  and  refused  cover  cor- 
rect statements  of  the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the 
case,  they  were  covered  by  the  charge  given.  Some  of  the  re- 
quests to  charge  refused  were  improper  and  misleading.  For 
example,  the  request  to  charge  as  to  when  the  contact  took 
place,  and  that  if  it  took  place  as  late  as  ilonday,  the  29th, 
they  should  answer  the  fourth  question  **Xo,"  was  incorrect 
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and  properly  refused.  The  important  question  was,  not  when 
the  contact  in  fact  took  place,  but  when  the  wires  became  dis- 
placed so  as  to  suffer  a  contact  to  occur.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  insulator  was  removed  and  the  wires  so  displaced  by  the 
falling  of  the  tree  upon  them  as  to  cause  the  contact  later 
which  produced  the  injury.  Alleged  errors  in  the  charge  are 
covered  by  several  assignments  of  error  argued  by  appellant 
We  think  the  charge  fairly  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury  and 
.no  prejudicial  error  was  committed  in  that  regard.  We  shall 
not  prolong  this  opinion  by  a  discussion  of  the  many  assigned 
errors  under  this  head. 

4.  Error  is  assigned  in  permitting  the  examination  of  an 
employee  of  the  defendant.  It  is  insisted  that  the  examina- 
tion under  sec  4068,  Stats.  (1898),  as  amended  by  ch.  271, 
Laws  of  1907,  was  error  because  this  section  as  amended  is 
void  under  the  decision  in  Phipps  v.  Wis.  Cent.  R,  Co.  133 
Wis.  153,  113  K  W.  466.  We  do  not  find  it  necessary  to 
consider  the  validity  of  the  section  referred  to  as  amended. 
The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  examine  a  hostile  or  adverse  wit- 
ness independent  of  the  statute,  and  the  form  of  questions 
in  such  case  is  largely  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
we  do  not  find  that  such  discretion  was  abused. 

5.  Perhaps  the  most  serious  questions  raised  are  those 
relating  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict  and  the  evidence  re- 
specting damages.  The  jury  awarded  $7,000  damages.  The 
plaintiff  is  the  widow  of  deceased,  and  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident was  forty-one  years  of  age  and  the  deceased  forty-six. 
Deceased  was  thrifty  and  industrious  and  provided  well  for 
plaintiff.  Plaintiff  and  deceased  were  married  in  1887. 
Deceased  died  intestate,  leaving  no  children.*  At  the  time  of 
his  marriage  he  had  only  about  $700,  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death  $7,000.  He  operated  a  small  farm  and  did  some  other 
business,  and  was  a  good  business  man.  Quite  broad  dis- 
cretion is  allowed  juries  under  the  authorities  in  assessing 
damages  in  such  cases.     The  court  below  refused  to  disturb 
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the  verdict,  and  such  fact  is  entitled  to  weight  in  such  cases. 
Hayes  v.  C,  M.  <6  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  131  Wis.  399,  111  K.  W. 
471 ;  Bright  v.  Barnett  &  R.  Co.  88  Wis.  299,  60  N.  W.  418. 
In  fixing  the  amount  of  damages  the  jury  was  entitled  to  in- 
clude the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  support  and  protection  by  the 
deceased  during  the  time  he  would  probably  have  lived.  They 
were  also  entitled  to  consider  the  addition  that  the  earnings 
of  deceased  would  probably  have  made  to  his  property  had  he 
continued  to  live  and  the  reasonable  expectations  which 
plaintiff  had  of  pecuniary  advantage  by  ultimately  receiving 
a  share  of  such  earnings  as  one  of  his  heirs.  Rvdiger  v.  C, 
St.  P.,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  101  Wis.  292,  77  N.  W.  169 ;  Kaspari 
V.  Marsh,  74  Wis.  562,  43  K  W.  368;  Lawson  v.  C,  St.  P., 
M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  64  Wis.  447,  24  N.  W.  618 ;  Castello  v.  Land- 
welir,  28  Wis.  522 ;  Leque  v.  Madison  Q.  &  E.  Co.  133  Wis. 
547,  113  N.  W.  946.  Under  the  rule  of  damages  established 
by  this  court  in  such  cases  we  cannot  say  that  the  verdict  is 
excessive. 

6.  Complaint  is  made  respecting  the  admission  of  evidence 
on  the  question  of  damages,  especially  respecting  the  official 
position  occupied  by  deceased,  that  at  one  time  he  attended 
college  to  better  qualify  himself  for  business,  and  principally 
in  admitting  evidence  as  to  the  average  earning  from  crops, 
notably  the  following  question : 

"State,  if  you  know,  about  what  would  be  the  average  an- 
nual earning  from  an  acre  of  strawberries,  fairly  cultivated, 
and  raised  in  the  vicinity  and  where  Mr.  Ryan  lived." 

This  question  was  answered  under  objection.  It  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  deceased  was  running  a  truck  farm, 
raising  berries  and  small  fruits,  and  that  it  was  a  profitable 
business,  and  the  purpose  of  this  line  of  examination  was  to 
show  these  facts  as  having  a  bearing  upon  the  deceased's 
earnings.  Also  another  question  of  similar  character  respect- 
ing what  an  acre  of  raspberries,  fairly  cultivated,  would  pro- 
duce, was  allowed  to  be  answered  under  objection.    The  objec- 
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tion  to  these  questions  was  based  upon  the  fact  that  it  was  not 
shown  how  deceased  cultivated  his  berries,  the  variety  of  ber- 
ries raised,  the  character  of  the  soil,  cost  of  raising,  preparing 
for  market,  and  marketing.  It  does  not  appear  that  such  ob- 
jection went  to  the  competency  of  the  evidence,  but  rather 
to  its  weight  Some  of  the  questions  and  answers  allowed 
under  objection,  perhaps,  were  rather  remote  from  the  ques- 
tion in  issue,  but  we  do  not  think  they  can  be  said  to  have- 
been  prejudiciaL 

Others  errors  assigned  which  we  have  not  specifically 
treated  have  all  received  careful  consideration,  and  we  find 
no  prejudicial  error  in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 


State  ex  eel.  Pittsburgh  Coal  Company  op  Wisoonsiw,. 
Eespondent,  vs.  Patterson,  City  Clerk,  Appellant 

February  20 — March  9,  1909 

(1)  Certiorari:  Practice:  Findings  of  fact,     (2,  8)  Saiea:  Delivery 
/.  0.  h,  cars:  When  title  passes, 

1.  Upon  certiorari  to  review  proceedings  of  a  quasir^uCLicisA  body 

Involving  matters  of  fact  determinable  upon  evidence,  formal 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  are  not  necessary,  the 
theory  of  the  proceeding  being  that  the  evidence  reasonably 
admits  of  a  finding  but  one  way,  and  that  contrary  findings  are 
errors  of  law  and  jurisdictional. 

2.  In  case  of  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of 

chattels  f.  o.  b.  cars  at  a  particular  point,  if  nothing  appears 
to  the  contrary  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  presumed  to  be 
that  the  title  shall  pass  upon  such  delivery. 

3.  Under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  coal  to  a  railway  company,  pro- 

viding that  it  should  be  delivered  from  the  docks  free  on  board 
cars  on  the  vendee's  tracks  and  be  paid  for  according  to  weights 
there  determined,  and  that  at  all  times  until  so  delivered  it 
should  be  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor  subject  to  ordinary  handling,. 
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It  Is  held  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
title  should  pass  ivhen  the  coal  was  delivered  on  the  cars  as 
stated;  and  the  words  "deliver"  and  "delivery"  in  certain  pro- 
Tiflions  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  .accumulation  of  the  requi- 
site stock  of  coal  upon  the  docks  before  the  close  of  navigation 
are  held  to  have  been  used  only  in  the  sense  of  delivery  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  the  vendor  competent  to  make  the  final 
delivery  contemplated  by  the  contract. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Douglas 
county:  'A.  J.  Vinje,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

For  the  year  1907  the  Pittsburgh  Coal  Company  of  Wis- 
consin had  in  its  possession  on  its  dock  at  Superior,  Wiscon- 
sin, $82,000  worth  of  coal.  Such  property,  in  due  season, 
was  placed  on  the  assessment  roll  of  the  city  of  Superior  for 
taxation  for  such  year  as  the  property  of,  or  as  properly  as- 
sessable to,  said  company.  Thereafter  such  company  season- 
ably made  application  to  the  board  of  review  of  the  city  of 
Superior  to  have  the  assessment  expunged  from  the  assess- 
ment roll  upon  the  ground  that  the  company  was  neither  the 
owner  of  said  coal  nor  the  agent  for  the  owners.  At  the  same 
time  it  submitted  to  said  board  due  proof  that  the  coal  was  on 
its  dock  for  delivery  to  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Com- 
pany, the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  the  Chi- 
cago, St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha  Railway  Company,  a 
particular  proportion  thereof  having  been  set  aside  to  be  de- 
livered  to  each  such  company  pursuant  to  three  several  con- 
tracts, one  being  with  each  of  said  companies,  of  which  the 
following  copy  of  contract  with  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company  is  a  sample : 

"Whereas,  the  Coal  Company  is  engaged  in  the  business  of 
selling  coal  of  the  variety  known  as  Tittsburgh,'  and  whereas 
the  Railway  Company  desires  to  purchase  of  the  Coal  Com- 
pany fiity  thousand  (50,000)  tons  of  such  coal,  screened  over 
three-quarter  (J)  inch  screens  at  the  mines,  it  is  agreed,  there- 
fore, 

"First  The  Coal  Company  agrees  to  furnish  the  Railway 
Company  fifty  thousand  (50,000)  tons  of  best  quality  bitu- 
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minous  coal  of  the  variety  known  as  three-quarter  (f )  inch 
thin  vein  Pittsburgh,  mined  during  the  year  1906,  the  same 
to  be  handled  and  loaded  on  cars  from  such  docks  as  may  be 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Coal  Company  and  the  Railway 
Company,  and  delivered  free  on  board  cars  on  the  tracks  of 
the  Xorihem  Pacific  Railway  Company  at  Superior,  Wiscon- 
sin, or  Duluth,  Minnesota,  said  coal  to  be  screened  over  three- 
quarter  (i)  inch  bar  screen  at  the  mines  and  to  be  free  from 
dust  and  other  impurities,  the  same  to  be  delivered  in  such 
quantities  and  at  such  times  as  may  be  required  by  the  Rail- 
way Company,  from  the  date  of  this  contract  to  July  Ist, 
1907,  but  the  Railway  Company  agrees  to  take  delivery  in 
as  nearly  equal  monthly  proportions  as  may  be  practicable 
based  on  its  requirements. 

'^Second.  The  movement  of  the  coal  from  the  mines  shall 
commence  at  once  and  the  entire  tonnage  contemplated  under 
this  contract  shall  be  stored  on  dock  or  docks  as  hereinbefore 
provided  on  or  before  the  close  of  navigation  on  the  great 
lakes  for  the  season  of  1906,  unless  by  mutual  consent  in  writ- 
ing of  the  parties,  a  portion  of  the  tonnage  contracted  for  be 
allowed  to  come  forward  after  the  opening  of  navigation  on 
the  great  lakes  in  1907,  it  being  understood  that  the  coal  is  to 
be  stored  and  cared  for  on  docks  at  the  head  of  Lake  Supe- 
rior until  the  end  of  this  contract,  viz.,  the  first  day  of  July, 
1907,  if  the  Railway  Company  should  so  elect. 

"The  Coal  Company  agrees  that  representatives  of  the 
Railway  Company  shall  have  at  all  times  free  access  to  the 
mines  from  which  said  coal  is  to  be  mined  and  to  the  vessels 
and  docks,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  at  the  mines  of  the 
coal,  and  on  vessels  or  docks  of  the  method  in  which  it  is  or 
will  be  handled,  and  the  Coal  Company  agrees  that  it  will 
make  good  and  pay  to  the  Railway  Company  all  damage  it 
may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  coal  not  being  of  the  kind  and 
quality  provided  for  in  this  agreement  when  delivered  on  its 
cars  subject  to  ordinary  handling,  and  the  Coal  Conipany 
hereby  agrees  to  give  due  and  timely  notice  in  writing  if  de- 
sired to  the  representative  of  the  Railway  Company  of  the 
names  of  the  vessels  on,  which  said  coal  is  shipped  in  order 
that  they  may  be  enabled  to  make  due  inspection  of  the  same 
and  the  manner  of  handling  such  coal,  and  the  Coal  Company 
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agrees  to  furnish  the  Railway  Company,  as  directed,  state- 
ments showing  car  numbers  and  weights,  the  mine  and  grade 
of  each  car  loaded  on  vessels.  After  such  notice  and  inspec- 
tion such  cargo,  if  accepted  by  the  Railway  Company,  shall 
be  duly  stored  and  delivered  under  the  terms  of  this  agree- 
ment 

"It  is  further  agreed  that  representatives  of  the  Railway 
Company  shall  have  free  access  at  all  times  to  the  scales  over 
which  the  coal  contemplated  by  this  contract  is  being  weighed 
and  any  inaccuracies  discovered  in  the  weight  of  the  coal  shall 
be  immediately  rectified. 

"Fourth.  The  Coal  Company  hereby  agrees  that  the  entire 
tonnage  contemplated  under  this  contract  is  to  be  kept  en- 
tirely separate  from  any  other  coal  which  may  be  stored  on 
the  dock  contemplated  by  this  agreement^  whether  the  prop- 
erty of  the  Coal  Company,  or  coal  being  stored  by  them  for 
others. 

"Fifth.  In  consideration  of  the  delivery  of  said  coal  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  this  contract,  the  Railway  Com- 
pany agrees  to  pay  to  the  Coal  Company  therefor,  the  sum 
of  two  dollars  and  eighty  cents  ($2.80)  per  net  ton  of  two 
thousand  (2,000)  pounds,  and  to  pay  at  such  rate  for  the  coal 
delivered  in  any  month  during  the  month  following  that  in 
which  such  delivery  takes  place. 

"Sixth.  It  is  further  agreed  that  in  case  the  Coal  Company 
should  fail  to  deliver  on  the  docks  the  full  amount  of  coal  of 
the  quality  and  kind  provided  within  the  time  stipulated  be- 
tween the  date  of  this  contract  and  the  close  of  navigation  on 
the  great  lakes  for  the  season  of  1906,  the  Railway  Company 
may,  by  written  notice  served  upon  the  Coal  Company  within 
thirty  (30)  days  after  the  first  day  of  December,  1906,  re- 
quire the  Coal  Company  to  deliver  a  quantity  of  such  coal 
equal  to  the  amount  remaining  undelivered  imder  the  terms  of 
this  agreement,  and  the  Coal  Company  agrees  that  it  will 
make  such  delivery  as  the  exigencies  of  the  Railway  Com- 
pany may  demand  until  the  full  amount  called  for  by  this 
contract  is  delivered,  such  delivery  to  be  made  during  the 
closed  season  of  navigation  at  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  or  Supe- 
rior, Wisconsin,  at  the  option  of  the  Coal  Company.'' 

The  application  was  further  supported  by  evidence  given 
before  the  board  to  the  effect  that  the  coal  was  placed  on  the 
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■docks,  part  for  each  of  the  railway  companies  heretofore  men- 
tioned, in  all  respects  as  provided  for  in  the  contracts,  and 
was  considered  accepted  when  placed  in  the  coal  piles  on  the 
'dock;  that  as  the  coal  was  unloaded  it  was  not  put  directly 
into  Uie  care  of  the  vendees ;  that  after  it  was  so  set  aside  the 
respective  purdiasers  had  jurisdiction  over  it.  There  was  con- 
siderable evidence  indicating  performance  of  the  contract  ac- 
cording to  its  terms. 

The  application  was  denied.  Thereupon  the  proceedings 
before  the  board  were,  pursuant  to  a  writ  of  certiorari,  duly 
•carried  to  the  circuit  court  for  Douglas  county  for  review.  In 
disposing  of  the  matter  in  such  court  formal  findings  of  fact 
were  made  in  accordance  with  the  contract  and  indisputed 
proofs  presented  to  the  board,  with  conclusions  of  law  to  the 
effect  that  the  coal  was  not  subject  to  assessment  in  the  city 
of  Superior  for  1907,  because  the  property  belonged  to  the 
three  railway  companies  under  the  contracts  before  men- 
tioned, the  same  being  held  by  such  companies  for  use  in  the 
•operation  of  their  railroad  business,  and  that  the  assessment 
of  said  property  to  the  coal  company  and  refusal  of  the  board 
•of  review  to  strike  the  assessment  from  the  assessment  roll 
were  illegal.  The  decision  of  the  board  was  reversed  and  a 
judgment  ordered  and  in  due  form  rendered,  from  which  this 
appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Thomas  E.  Lyons 
and  T.  L.  M^Irdosh,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Lyons. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Grace  &  Hudnall, 
and  oral  argument  by  H.  H.  Orace. 

Mabshall,  J.  A  question  of  practice  is  suggested  as  to 
whether  it  was  proper  for  the  trial  court  to  close  the  contro- 
-versy  by  formal  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  in 
form  as  in  case  of  a  trial  of  an  equitable  action.  Strictly 
speaking,  no  such  proceedings  were  necessary.  The  certio- 
rari only  presented  questions  of  law.  The  theory  upon  which 
.-a  proceeding  of  a  quasi-judiciei  body,  involving  matters  of 
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fact  detorminable  upon  evidence,  is  challenged  for  judicial  re- 
view, is  that  such  evidence  does  not  reasonably  admit  of  a 
finding  but  one  way  and  that  contrary  findings  are  errors  of 
law  and  that  such  errors  are  jurisdictional  as  regards  such 
bodies.  State  ex  rel.  Augusta  v,  Losby,  115  Wis.  57,  90  N. 
W.  188;  State  ex  rel.  N.  C.  Foster  L.  Co.  v.  Williams,  123 
Wis.  61,  100  N.  W.  1048;  State  ex  rel  J.  S.  Stearns  L.  Co. 
V.  Fisher,  124  Wis.  271,  102  'N.  W.  566. 

The  question  at  issue  here  turns  on  the  contract  If  accord- 
ing thereto  the  coal,  upon  being  delivered  on  the  dock  in  sep- 
arate piles,  corresponding  to  the  contracts,  did  not  become  the 
property  of,  the  respective  railway  companies,  but  the  transi- 
tion of  title  was  intended  to  occur  only  upon  the  property 
being  loaded  upon  cars  to  be  shipped  out  to  such  companies, 
tlien  it  was  assessable  to  respondent,  and  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed. 

The  evidence  taken  before  the  board  of  .review,  aside  from 
the  written  contracts,  was  and  is  valuable  only  as  showing 
that  the  coal,  at  the  time  of  the  assessment,  had  only  reached 
the  stage,  in  execution  of  the  contracts,  of  segregation  into 
specific  lots  upon  the  dock  to  await  delivery  on  cars  as  called 
for. 

It  is  elementary  that,  in  case  of  an  executory  contract  for 
the  sale  of  personal  property,  when  the  title  passes  is  mat- 
ter of  intention  to  be  determined  from  the  agreement;  by 
its  letter  where  there  is  no  ambiguity,  and,  otherwise,  by  its 
letter  in  the  light  of  such  circumstances  as  may  properly  be 
considered  in  aid  of  determining  the  intention  by  rules  for 
judicial  construction.  Generally  speaking,  in  case  of  an 
executory  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  personalty,  nothing  in 
the  statute  of  frauds  interfering,  when  there  is  nothing  left 
to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  or  vendor,  or  the  latter 
and  the  vendee  jointly,  and  the  chattels  have  been  set  aside 
and  appropriated  to  the  contract,  the  amount  thereof  and 
price  all  settled,  the  title  passes,  but  such  passing  may,  never- 
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theless,  wait  upon  change  of  posBession,  even  though  the  price 
has  been  agreed  upon  and  paid,  or  upon  the  doing  of  some- 
thing after  transition  of  possession.  Such  passing  may  occur, 
leaving  the  amount  of  property  and  the  amount  of  money  to 
be  paid,  yet  to  be  ascertained,  or  any  other  of  many  things 
that  might  be  stated,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties embodied  in  the  sale  contract  These  principles  are  so 
elementary  that  we  will  not  take  time  and  space  to  enlarge 
upon  them  or  specify  the  many  circumstances  that  have  been 
held  to  indicate  an  intention  to  pass  title  in  advance  of  change 
of  possessioli. 

The  contracts  in  question  each  contain  two  groups  of  fea- 
tures. The  first  and  fifth  clauses  make  a  plain  agreement 
for  a  sale  of  coal  delivered  from  the  dock  f .  o.  b.  cars  there, 
the  same  to  be  paid  for  according  to  weights  there  deter- 
mined, at  a  specific  price  per  net  ton  of  2,000  pounds.  There 
would  be  little  room  for  controversy  but  that,  if  there  was 
nothing  in  the  contract  to  indicate  to  the  contrary,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  was  to  have  title  pass  at  the  time  of  such 
determination  of  quantities  and  delivery. 

The  general  rule  is,  nothing  appearing  to  the  contrary, 
that  in  case  of  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  chattels  f.  o.  b.  cars,  at  a  particular  point,  the  intention 
of  the  parties  is  presumed  to  be  that  the  title  shall  pass  upon 
such  delivery  occurring.  In  Yogt  v.  SchienehecJc,  122  Wis. 
491,  100  N.  W.  820,  this  court  said,  referring  to  many  au- 
thorities to  that  effect,  that  "a  sale  f.  o.  b.  cars  means  that 
the  subject  of  the  sale  is  to  be  placed  on  cars  for  shipment 
without  any  expense  or  act  on  the  part  of  the  buyer,  and  that 
as  soon  as  so  placed  the  title  is  to  pass  absolutely  to  the  buyer, 
and  the  property  be  wholly  at  his  risk,  in  the  absence  of  any 
circumstances  indicating*'  a  different  purpose.  That  was  re- 
ferred to  with  approval  in  Fromme  v.  O^DanneU,  124  Wis. 
629,  103  K.  W.  3,  the  court  holding  that  a  sale  for  an  agreed 
price  f .  0.  b.  cars  at  a  stated  place,  must,  unless  controlled  by 
Vol.138  — 31 
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some  other  feature  of  the  sale  contract^  unmistakably  show 
an  intention  to  pass  title  to  the  subject  of  the  sale  upon  de- 
livery thereof^  free  of  expense,  to  the  vendee  on  cars  at  the 
designated  place,  under  the  general  rule  that,  nothing  ap- 
pearing efficiently  to  the  contrary,  "as  between  vendor  and 
vendee  the  title  to  the  subject  of  the  transaction  passes  from 
the  one  to  the  other  when  the  terms  of  the  sale  are  agreed 
upon  and  everything  the  vendee  has  to  do  with  the  matter  has 
been  done." 

The  second  group  of  features  in  the  contracts,  upon  which 
respondent  must  rely  to  control  the  firsts  relates  to  acts  of  the 
vendor,  or  the  vendee  and  vendor  conjointly,  creating  the 
physical  competency  of  the  former  to  respond  promptly  to 
requests  for  performance  of  the  final  act,  to  wit:  delivery  of 
coal  f .  o.  b.  cars  at  the  dock,  not  only  as  to  having  the  requisite 
stock  to  draw  from,  as  to  each  particular  vendee,  but  as  to 
such  stock  being  of  the  kind  called  for  by  the  agreement. 

The  second  clause  relates  to  the  time  of  accumulation  of  the 
stock  in  storage  on  the  dock,  and  opportunity  of  representa- 
tives of  the  vendee  to  inspect  at  the  mine  and  otherwise  the 
coal  proposed  to  be  accumulated,  for  certainty  that  the  stock 
approved  at  the  mine  should  actually  reach  the  particular  pile 
on  the  dock  set  aside  to  be  delivered  from  in  final  perform- 
ance, indicating,  immistakably,  a  purpose  to  approve  of  the 
stock  before  transportation  thereof  by  cars  from  the  mine  to 
the  vessels  used  to  accomplish  the  final  transit  to  the  coal  piles 
on  the  dock,  and  to  have  the  coal  so  approved,  barring  dam- 
ages by  negligent  handling  or  other  damages  not  ordinarily 
incident  to  proper  handling,  such  as  the  contract  called  for. 

It  contains  a  further  paragraph,  regarding  the  assurance 
of  correct  weights,  which  evidently  does  not  relate  to  weights 
at  the  mine,  since  it  refers  to  a  rectification  of  mistakes  when 
discovered,  which,  manifestly,  would  be  inconsequential  to  the 
vendees,  except  as  to  weight  on  cars  at  the  final  delivery  point* 

The  fourth  clause  relates  to  isolation  on  the  dock  of  the 
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stock  to  be  drawn  from  to  fill  a  particular  contract^  in  har- 
mony with  the  general  scheme  that  the  identical  coal  approved 
at  the  mine,  and  none  other,  should  be  used  to  make  final  de- 
liveries from,  and  that  competencrfr  to  make  such  deliveries 
should  not  be  impaired  by  dealings  of  the  vendor  with  others. 

The  sixth  and  last  clause  of  the  contract  contains  a' stipula- 
tion as  to  accumulation  of  the  requisite  stock  of  coal  on  the 
dock  set  aside  by  itself  to  accommodate  the  contract,  in  case 
of  failure  to  do  so  before  the  close  of  navigation.  The  words 
^'deliver'^  and  "delivery*^  are  used,  but  not  in  the  sense  of  final 
delivery;  only  in  the  sense  of  delivery  for  the  purposes  of 
competency  to  make  the  final  delivery  mentioned  in  the  first 
clause. 

There  is  little,  if  anything,  in  the  second  group  of  features 
indicating  that  they  have  to  do  with  anything  except  prepara- 
tion for  final  delivery  f .  o.  b.  cars  at  the  dock,  provided  for  in 
the  first  clause. 

The  idea  that  the  parties  intended  the  title  to  pass  to  the 
vendees  at  any  instant  prior  to  the  consummation  of  the  final 
act  of  delivery,  is  negatived  by  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
second  clause,  to  the  effect  that  the  coal  at  all  times,  till  de- 
livered on  cars  at  the  dock,  shall  be  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor 
subject  to  ordinary  handling. 

We  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that  the  parties  contem- 
plated that  the  transition  of  title  to  the  coal  should  wait  upon 
placing  the  same  on  cars  at  the  dock,  and  doing  everything  in 
that  regard  suggested  by  the  term  "free  on  board  cars  ;'^  that 
loss  of  coal  prior  to  that  time,  by  any  means  other  than  ordi- 
nary handling,  would  fall  on  the  vendor. 

Little  help  is  afforded  in  a  case  of  this  sort  by  precedents. 
It  is  governed  by  familiar  principles  of  law  and  "by  the  par- 
ticular intent,  evidenced  by  the  particular  contract,  in  the 
light  of  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.  Perhaps  if  prece- 
dents were  needed,  Miller  v.  Seaman,  176  Pa.  St.  291,  85  Atl. 
134,  is  as  near  analogous  to  this,  as  to  facts,  as  any  case  which 
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can  be  readily  found.  The  sale  was  of  specific  piles  of  lum- 
ber located  in  a  lumber  yard,  to  be  inspected,  measured,  and 
paid  for,  f.  o.  b.  cars  at  the  yard,  and  so  delivered  as  ordered, 
provided  that  if  not  all  ordered  within  a  specific  time,  the 
balance  to  then  be  inspected  and  measured  on  the  yard  and 
paid  for.  Before  all  of  the  lumber  was  ordered  out  part  of  it 
was  carried  away  by  a  flood.  It  was  held  that  the  lumber  so 
carried  away  was  the  property  of  the  vendor,  as  title  by  the 
contract  was  not  to  pass  in  advance  of  delivery  f.  o.  b.  cars  as 
agreed  upon. 

By  the  Court, — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  directions  to  render  iudgment  afiirming  the  de- 
cision of  the  board  of  review. 


Neaub,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error. 

February  20— March  P,  1909, 

Evidence:  Weight:  Highways  by  user:  LimiU:  Ohatruction:  Dedica- 
tion: Instructions  to  jury:  Appeal:  Material  and  imm<Uerial 
errors. 

1.  Where  witnesses  on  one  side  testified  from  actual  measurement 

that  a  post  was  three  feet  distant  from  the  traveled  track  of  a 
highway,  while  witnesses  on  the  other  side  testified  somewhat 
indefinitely  and  from  mere  recollection  that  it  was  nearer,  the 
testimony  of  the  former  should  be  accepted  as  true. 

2.  Where  a  highway  by  user  is  established,  the  wheel  tracks  and 

the  land  included  between  them  do  not  necessarily  designate 
the  limits  thereof,  since  at  times,  as  when  teams  pass  each 
other  or  the  track  is  muddy,  necessity  or  convenience  may  re- 
quire departure  from  the  main  traveled  track. 

3.  A  post  set  three  feet  from  the  traveled  track  of  a  highway  may 

constitute  an  obstruction  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1326,  Stats. 
(1898),  rather  tban  a  mere  encroachment  within  the  meaning 
of  sec  1330. 

4.  Such  a  post  may  constitute  an  obstruction  though  set  between 

two  large  stones  already  in  the  highwaj^ 
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6.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  obstructing  by  posts  a  high- 
way claimed  to  have  been  established  by  user,  a  requested  In- 
struction to  the  effect  that,  if  defendant  had  occupied  up  to  the 
line  of  said  posts  adversely  and  continuously  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years  immediately  preceding  the  action,  then  he  had 
a  right  to  place  the  posts  there,  is  held  inapplicable,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  evidence  that  after  the  public  had  acquired  an 
easement  by  prescription  or  otherwise  the  land  had  been  ad- 
versely occupied  by  defendant  for  twenty  years. 

6.  An  instruction  that  plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  "obstructed 

a  certain  highway"  at  a  point  specified,  *'by  setting  some  posts 
within  said  highway,"  and  that  "defendant  admits  the  setting 
of  some  posts  at  the  place  mentioned,"  could  not  have  been 
understood  by  the  Jury  as  stating  that  defendant  admitted  that 
the  posts  were  set  in  the  highway,  especially  in  view  of  further 
instruction  that  the  jury  should  find  for  defendant  unless  sat- 
isfied that  the  posts  were  within  the  limits  of  the  highway  as 
it  existed  at  the  time,  etc. 

7.  The  presumption  of  a  dedication  is  not  necessary  to  support  an 

easement  acquired  by  the  public  by  user;  but  it  was  a  harmless 
error  to  charge  that  a  highway  by  user  is  founded  upon  a  dedi- 
cation, which  is  evidenced  by  twenty  years  of  adverse  use  by 
the  public,  where  the  jury  found  the  existence  of  a  highway 
by  user  at  the  place  in  question. 
S.  Where  the  distance  between  the  fences  on  the  sides  of  a  highway 
established  by  user  only,  not  by  dedication,  was  in  places  more 
than  four  rods,  and  the  public  did  not  in  fact  use  the  entire 
strip  between  the  fences,  it  was  prejudicial  error  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  maintenance  of  such  fences  for  twenty  years  was 
conclusive  proof  of  dedication  of  all  land  between  them. 

Ebbob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Mar- 
quette county:  Ohesteb  A.  Eowleb,  Circuit  Judge.  Be- 
versed. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  in  justice's  court  to  re- 
cover a  penalty  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  plaintiff  in  error 
(hereinafter  called  the  defendant)  became  liable  by  reason  of 
violating  the  provisions  of  sec.  1326,  Stats.  (1898).  The  al- 
leged violation  consisted  in  placing  fence  posts  in  a  certain 
highway  in  Marquette  county  in  such  a  manner  as  to  consti- 
tute an  obstruction  therein*  The  answer  alleged  title  in  the 
defendant  by  deeds  of  conveyance  and  also  because  of  adverse 
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possession  for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  averred  that  a  do 
termination  of  the  controversy  oould  not  be  had  without  the 
title  to  the  lands  referred  to  being  put  in  issue,  the  defendant 
claiming  to  be  the  lawful  owner  thereof  and  to  be  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  same.  The  proper  undertaking  was  filed 
and  the  case  was  removed  to  the  circuit  courts  and  a  trial  in 
that  court  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  in  which  the 
amount  of  the  forfeiture  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  was 
assessed  at  the  sum  of  $1.  The  defendant  prosecutes  this  writ 
of  error  from  the  judgment  entered  upon  such  verdict,  and  as- 
signs as  error  (1)  the  erroneous  admission  of  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  state  against  the  objection  and  exception  of  the  de- 
fendant; (2)  the  erroneous  rejection  of  evidence  offered  by 
the  defendant  upon  the  objection  of  the  state;  (3)  refusal  of 
the  court  to  grant  a  nonsuit ;  (4)  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant 
defendant's  motion  for  a  directed  verdict;  (5)  refusal  to  in- 
struct the  jury  as  requested  by  defendant;  (6)  error  in  the 
instructions  given  to  the  jury. 

Daniel  H.  Orady,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

D.  TF.  McNamara,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Barnes,  J.  The  errors  assigned  on  rulings  on  evidence 
are  not  substantial  and  need  not  be  discussed. 

The  third  and  fourth  errors  relate  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  grant  a  nonsuit  and  to  direct  a  verdict.  It  is  claimed  that 
these  motions  should  have  been  granted  because  the  evidence 
offered  by  the  state,  at  best,  showed  that  the  post  nearest  the 
traveled  track,  as  the  road  was  used  when  the  posts  were  put 
in  the  ground,  was  three  feet  distant  from  such  track,  and  con- 
stituted a  mere  encroachment  on  the  highway  and  not  an  ob- 
struction of  it  There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
post  was  nearer  than  three  feet  to  the  traveled  track,  but  we 
accept  conusors  argument  as  sound  that  inasmuch  as  the  wit- 
nesses for  defendant  on  this  point  testified  from  actual  mea- 
surement, while  those  for  the  state  testified  somewhat  indefi- 
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nitely  aijd  from  mere  recollection,  the  evidence  of  the  former 
should  be  accepted  as  true.  Counsel  urges  that  in  Konkel  v, 
Pella,  122  Wis.  143,  99  N.  W.  453,  this  court  held  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  that  a  fence  built  three  feet  from  the  traveled  track 
of  a  highway  constituted  an  encroachment  within  the  meaning 
of  sec  1330,  Stats.  (1898),  and  not  an  obstruction  within 
the  meaning  of  sec  1326.  In  this  case  the  court  in  its  opinion 
said  that  the  fence  in  question  was  not  an  obstruction,  because 
it  was  conceded  that  at  all  points  ''the  fence  was  outside  of 
the  limits  of  any  legal  highway,  except  as  legality  might  have 
been  acquired  by  travel  over  the  line  indicated  by  the  wheel 
tracks  in  question  for  a  period  of  more  than  twenty  years,'^ 
and,  further,  that  "the  evidence  is  overwhelming  that  travel 
even  upon  the  lines  of  the  wheel  tracks  above  referred  to  was 
easy  and  unobstructed."  The  court  did  not  decide  that  in  na 
case  and  under  no  circumstances  could  an  obstacle  within 
three  feet  of  the  traveled  track  constitute  an  obstruction*  If 
this  were  so,  the  parties  owning  land  on  either  side  of  a  public 
highway  created  by  user  might  place  their  fences  three  feet 
from  the  traveled  track  and  escape  prosecution  for  obstructing 
the  road,  although  two  teams  could  not  pass  therein.  We  do 
not  think  that,  where  a  highway  by  user  is  established,  the 
wheel  tracks  and  the  land  included  between  them  necessarily 
designate  the  limits  thereof.  The  correct  view  is  taken  in 
Bartlett  v.  Beardmore,  77  Wis.  356,  363,  46  N.  W.  494,  496, 
where  it  is  said : 

"Most  country  roads  have  a  narrow  beaten  track,  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  use  is  confined  to  such  path.  Teams  must 
pass  each  other,  and  for  that  purpose  must  necessarily  depart 
from  the  main  traveled  track.  So,  when  such  track  is  muddy, 
public  convenience  requires  departure  from  such  track.  We 
cannot  hold  that  the  public  can  acquire  no  legal  right  to  such 
sides  of  the  main  traveled  track  by  such  ordinary  user." 

Under  the  testimony  it  was  a  fair  question  for  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  posts  in  controversy  constituted  an  obstruc- 
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tion  or  not  Jones  v.  Tobin,  135  Wis.  286,  115  X..  W.  807. 
It  is  argued  that  the  post  nearest  the  traveled  track  was  set 
between  two  large  stones  that  had  been  placed  there  at  some 
prior  time,  and  that  if  there  was  an  obstruction  it  was  caused 
by  the  stones  rather  than  by  the  post  The  placing  of  one 
obstruction  in  the  road  would  hardly  justify  the  placing  of 
another  one  at  the  same  pointy  and  the  stones  might  not  inter- 
fere in  the  least  with  the  passage  of  a  load  of  hay^  while  a 
post  five  or  six  feet  high  might 

Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  refused  to  give  the  fol- 
lowing instruction: 

"You  are  further  instructed  that  if  the  defendant  or  his 
predecessors  in  title  openly,  notoriously,  adversely,  and  con- 
tinuously for  a  period  of  twenty  years  immediately  preceding 
the  commencement  of  this  action  occupied  up  to  the  line 
marked  by  the  placing  of  the  posts  in  question,  then  he  had 
a  right  to  place  the  said  posts  at  the  point  indicated,  and  you 
should  return  a  verdict  in  his  favor.  *' 

Without  passing  upon  the  correctness  of  this  instruction  as 
an  abstract  question  of  law,  we  fail  to  see  how  it  was  appli- 
cable to  the  facts  proved  on  the  trial.  The  defendant  had  the 
paper  title  to  his  land,  as  we  understand  the  record.  At 
least  there  was  no  controversy  on  that  point  The  public,  if 
it  had  any  right  in  the  land  where  the  posts  were  set,  acquired 
its  easement  by  user,  by  grants  by  dedication,  or  by  condem- 
nation. It  claimed  right  by  user,  although  some  circimi- 
stances  were  shown  from  which  dedication  might  possibly  be 
inferred  as  a  matter  of  fact  In  order  that  the  instruction 
should  be  germane  the  evidence  should  show  that  the  public 
at  one  time  had  acquired  an  easement  by  prescription  or 
otherwise,  and  that  after  such  right  became  vested  in  the  pub- 
lic the  land  was  adversely  occupied  by  the  defendant  and  his 
predecessors  for  twenty  years.  We  have  been  unable  to  find 
any  such  evidence.  The  state  contended  that  fences  were  for- 
merly maintained  on  the  line  now  occupied  by  defendant's 
fence.    The  defendant  claims  that  the  fence  up  to  about  nine 
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years  ago  was  cm  the  line  of  the  posts,  which  it  is  now  asserted 
constitute  obstructions  in  the  road.  If  the  state  is  right  in  its 
claim,  then  there  has  been  no  adverse  possession  by  the  de- 
fendant and  his  grantor  of  the  strip  of  land  in  dispute.  If 
the  defendant  is  right,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  public  never 
acquired  any  easement  in  the  strip. 

Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  instructed  the  jury  as 
follows: 

"The  claim  of  the  plaintiflF  is  that  the  defendant  on  the 
27th  day  of  December,  1905,  obstructed  a  certain  highway 
known  as  the  Packwaukee  and  Portage  road,  at  a  point  speci- 
fied, by  setting  some  posts  within  said  highway.  The  defend- 
ant admits  the  setting  of  some  posts  at  the  place  mentioned  at 
or  about  the  time  stated.'* 

The  criticism  on  this  instruction  is  that  the  court  told  the 
jury  in  effect  that  it  was  admitted  that  the  posts  were  set  in 
the  highway.  The  jury  could  hardly  misunderstand  the  im- 
port of  the  instruction.  The  court  told  the  jury  that  it  was 
claimed  that  the  highway  had  been  obstructed  by  placing  posts 
at  a  point  specified.  There  was  no  material  dispute  about 
where  the  posts  were  set^  and  when  the  jury  was  informed 
that  it  was  admitted  that  the  posts  were  set  at  the  ^^place 
mentioned,"  the  latter  words  could  only  be  understood  as 
referring  to  the  place  where  it  was  conceded  the  posts  were, 
and  which  is  referred  to  in  the  first  part  of  the  instruction  as 
the  "point  specified."  The  jury  was  instructed  to  find  for 
the  defendant  "unless  satisfied  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  •  •  •  both  that  the  posts  or  one  or  more  of  them  set 
by  the  defendant  were  within  the  limits  of  the  highway  as  it 
existed  at  the  time,  and  that  such  of  the  posts  or  any  of  them, 
if  any  there  were,  as  were  within  the  highway  endangered,  im- 
peded, or  seriously  inconvenienced  travel  on  the  highway."  In 
view  of  the  instruction  last  quoted  the  jury  could  not  have 
been  misled  by  the  instruction  complained  of,  even  though  it 
be  conceded  that  there  is  some  ambiguity  in  the  language  used. 
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Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  gave  the  following  in- 
struction to  the  jury: 

"In  case  of  a  highway  by  user  the  highway  is  founded  upon 
a  dedication  by  the  abutting  owners,  which  dedication  is  evi- 
denced by  twenty  years  of  uninterrupted  use  by  the  public 
openly,  notoriously,  and  adversely." 

As  an  abstract  proposition  of  law  this  instruction  is  not 
correct  under  the  decisions  of  this  court  in  Frye  v.  Highland, 
109  Wis,  292,  299,  86  N.  W.  351,  and  RandaU  v.  Rovelstad, 
105  Wis.  410,  426,  81  N".  W.  819.  The  presumption  of  a 
dedication  is  not  necessary  to  support  an  easement  acquired 
by  the  public  by  user.  State  v.  Lloyd,  133  Wis.  468,  113  N. 
W^.  964.  The  instruction,  however,  was  harmless.  If  there 
was  a  highway  at  the  place  in  question  established  by  user,  it 
was  immaterial  for  the  purposes  of  the  case  whether  the  land . 
so  used  had  been  dedicated  by  the  owner  or  not. 

Error  is  also  assigned  because  the  court  instructed  the  jujry 
as  follows ; 

"In  case  a  highway  becomes  established  by  uninterrupted 
use  for  twenty  years,  the  uninterrupted  maintenance  for  this 
period  of  a  fence  or  other  obstruction  indicating  the  line  to 
which  the  owner  dedicates  for  public  use  fixes  the  fence  or  ob- 
struction as  the  line  of  the  highway," 

This  instruction  certainly  is  too  broad.  In  new  localities 
where  land  is  cheap,  fences  are  often  built  more  with  refer- 
ence to  the  contour  of  the  land  than  with  reference  to  the 
usual,  and  customary  limits  of  highways.  ITumerous  in- 
stances could  no  doubt  be  found  where  the  distance  between 
the  fences  on  either  side  of  the  highway  is  two  or  three  times 
as  great  as  the  width  of  the  ordinary  road.  To  say  in  such  a 
case  that,  after  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  there  is  a  condusive 
presumption  of  law  that  the  land  between  the  fences  has  been 
dedicated  to  the  public,  is  hardly  reasonable.  The  public  has 
no  use  for  such  land  for  highway  purposes,  and  the  intention 
to  dedicate  to  the  public  in  the  first  instance  was  lacking. 
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The  instruction  in  question  is  not  in  harmony  with  Strieker 
V.  Reedsburg,  101  Wis.  457,  463,  77  N.  W.  897,  or  with  Ranr 
doll  V.  Bovelstad,  supra.  There  is  evidence  in  this  case  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  distance  between  the  fences  as  originally 
constructed  was  more  than  four  rods,  at  least  in  some  places. 
Where  such  a  condition  is  disclosed,  and  where  it  is  apparent 
that  the  public  did  not  in  fact  use  the  entire  strip  between 
the  fences,  we  think  it  is  erroneous  to  say  that  the  mainte- 
nance of  such  fences  for  a  period  of  twenty  years  furnishes 
conclusive  proof  of  dedication  of  all  land  located  between 
them. 

It  has  been  troublesome  to  determine  with  any  degree  of 
satisfaction  whether  the  erroneous  instruction  was  prejudicial 
to  the  defendant.  If  not,  no  reversible  error  resulted  there- 
from. The  case  was  tried  by  attorneys,  and  perhaps  jurors, 
who  were  apparently  familiar  with  the  locus  in  quo.  Much  of 
the  testimony  is  given  with  reference  to  objects  entirely  un- 
familiar to  this  court  What  we  take  to  be  an  eighth  line  is 
referred  to  throughout  the  testimony  as  a  quarter  line.  Direc- 
tions are  not  correctly  stated.  The  printed  case  was  prepared 
in  palpable  violation  of  the  rules  of  this  court,  the  entire  evi- 
dence in  the  form  of  question  and  answer  being  printed.  This 
fact,  taken  in  connection  with  the  ambiguous  nature  of  the  ev- 
idence in  some  particulars,  has  made  it  laborious  and  difficult 
to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  what  was  in  fact 
proved  by  the  testimony  offered.  There  is  evidence  to  show 
that  a  rail  fence  was  built  on  the  Neale  side  of  the  road  in 
1864.  The  evidence  does  not  show  how  long  such  fence  was 
maintained,  or  when  it  was  replaced,  or  where  the  new  fence 
was  built  if  the  old  one  was  replaced,  or  whether  any  consid- 
erable period  elapsed  after  such  fence  fell  into  decay  and 
before  a  new  one  was  built  There  is  evidence  tending  ta 
show  that  some  of  the  remnants  of  such  fence  are  still  difr- 
cemible  along  the  line  where  the  defendant  set  his  posts. 
There  is  also  evidence  that  defendant  built  his  fence  a  few 
years  ago  some  distance  further  from  the  road  than  tlie  rail 
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fence  was  originally  built,  while  there  is  evidence  also  tend- 
ing to  show  that  such  fence  was  in  fact  built  upon  the  line  of 
the  rail  fence.  Then  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  fence  was  replaced  once  or  twice,  but  when  it  was  re- 
placed, or  where  the  new  fence  was  built^  does  not  appear.  It 
was  testified  to  that  a  fence  existed  thirty  years  ago  on  the 
Necde  side,  but  it  does  not  appear  when  it  was  built^  or  just 
where  it  stood.  It  is  not  always  clear  whether  the  evidence 
on  this  point  relates  to  the  fence  on  the  Neaie  side  of  the 
road  or  to  the  fence  on  the  opposite  side,  although  there  is 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  fence  was  also  built  on  the 
opposite  side  about  the  year  1864.  It  is  impossible  for  this 
court  to  say,  and  we  do  not  think  the  evidence  shows,  that  a 
fence  was  maintained  in  one  location  on  the  Neale  side  of  the 
road  at  the  point  in  controversy  continuously  for  the  period  of 
twenty  years.  If  there  was  no  such  fence,  then  the  instruction 
might  not  be  harmful,  because  there  was  no  evidence  before 
the  jury  to  which  the  instruction  could  apply.  If  there  was 
such  evidence,  and  the  jury  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  an- 
-cient  fences  were  built  upon  the  line  testified  to  by  witnesses 
for  the  state,  then  the  instruction  might  well  be  misleading 
and  prejudicial,  because  the  jury  was  informed  as  a  matter  of 
law  that  the  posts  were  set  within  the  limits  of  the  highway,  if 
the  old  fence  was  located  where  the  witnesses  for  the  state 
placed  it  It  did  not  necessarily  follow,  because  of  such  find- 
ing, that  the  posts  constituted  an  obstruction,  but  if  the  jury 
became  satisfied  that  the  posts  were  in  fact  set  within  the 
limits  of  the  highway,  it  might  not  be  apt  to  draw  a  refined 
distinction  between  what  constituted  an  obstruction  and  what 
only  amounted  to  an  encroachment  Under  the  evidence  in 
the  case  we  think  a  highway  by  user  was  established  and  not 
one  by  dedication.  Under  such  evidence  its  boundaries  could 
have  been  established  by  user  only.  Telling  the  jury  that  all 
the  land  between  certain  fences,  if  they  were  found  to  exist, 
constituted  a  highway,  extended  the  limits  of  the  road  beyond 
where  the  evidence  warranted  its  extension.    We  do  not  hold 
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that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  fences  alonj:  either  side 
of  the  highway  mav  not  in  anv  ease  raise  a  conclusive  pre- 
sumption  of  dedication,  but  ure  do  not  think  that  tlie  evidence 
here  warranted  any  such  presumption,  and  certainly  the  bare 
facts  recited  in  the  instruction  do  not  establish  one.  While 
the  evidence  is  very  uncertain  to  us  upon  the  existence  and  lo* 
cation  of  the  fence,  it  might  not  have  been  so  to  the  jurors  who 
were  familiar  with  the  road.  The  fact  that  the  court  charged 
upon  the  subject  indicates  that  he  thought  there  was  some  evi- 
dence bearing  cm  it^  and  the  diarge  might  well  lead  the  jury 
into  making  the  same  assumption.  If  the  fences  in  fact  existed 
for  the  requisite  period,  the  jurors  would  almost  inevitably 
take  into  account  their  own  knowledge  of  the  fact  By  the  in* 
struction  complained  of  the  defendant  might  well  be  largoly 
deprived  of  his  defense  that  the  posts  were  not  set  within  the 
limits  of  the  highway.  It  is  true  the  jury  was  told  not  to  con- 
vict unless  the  posts  were  found  to  have  been  placed  in  the 
highway  in  such  a  manner  as  to  impede,  endanger,  or  seri- 
ously inconvenience  travel,  but  we  apprehend  it  is  much  easier 
to  defend  an  action  of  this  kind  on  the  ground  that  the  obstacle 
complained  of  was  without  the  limits  of  the  highway  than  it 
is  by  attempting  to  show  that  the  obstacle  constituted  an  en- 
croachment and  not  an  obstruction.  In  the  one  case  the  party 
justifies  his  act;  in  the  other  he  practically  admits  doing  that 
which  he  has  no  right  to  do,  but  see^  to  minimuse  his  short* 
coming.    We  think  the  instruction  was  erroneous. 

Other  errors  are  assigned,  but  they  are  not  likely  to  arise 
on  a  subsequent  trial,  and  no  useful  purpose  would  bo  served 
by  discussing  them.  Because  of  the  error  in  giving  the  in- 
struction under  discussion  the  judgment  must  be  revorflod. 

By  the  Court, — ^The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial.  The  clerk 
is  directed  to  tax  no  costs  for  printing  the  cdise,  bocauao  the 
same  is  prepared  in  manifest  violation  of  the  rules  of  this 
court 
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Pauly  Jail  Building  &  Manupactubino  Company,  Appel- 
lant, vs.  Collins,  imp.,  Respondent 

February  20— March  9,  1909, 

Principal  and  surety:  Subcontractor's  bond:  Release  of  surety. 

1.  Whenever  a  creditor  has  a  right  and  opportunity  to  apply  prop- 

erty of  the  principal  debtor  to  the  satisfaction  or  security  of 
the  debt,  he  owes  to  the  surety  a  duty  to  do  so,  and  release  or 
waiver  of  that  right  to  the  prejudice  of  the  surety  and  without 
his  consent  will  discharge  the  latter,  at  least  pro  tanto. 

2.  A  contractor,  having  the  right  under  his  agreement  with  a  sub- 

contractor to  discharge  the  debts  of  the  latter  for  material  or 
labor  out  of  each  instalment  when  it  became  due  to  the  sub- 
contractor, or  to  withhold  payment  until  receipts  were  pro- 
duced, released  that  security  and  paid  the  subcontractor  with- 
out requiring  payment  for  the  materials  or  labor  which  had 
been  furnished  to  him.  Held,  that  a  surety  upon  the  subcon- 
tractor's bond  was  thereby  discharged  from  liability  to  the 
principal  contractor  for  sums  thereafter  paid  by  him  in  dis- 
charge of  claims  for  such  material  and  labor. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Fay- 
ette county:  Geobge  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.  Af- 
firmed. 

PlaintiflF,  having  a  contract  for  construction  of  certain 
county  buildings  wherein  it  was  bound  to  complete  and  deliver 
the  same  free  and  clear  of  all  liens  and  incumbrances  for  ma- 
terial and  labor,  in  May,  1898,  subcontracted  to  one  Stewart 
the  construction  of  one  of  the  buildings,  adopting  in  such  sub- 
contract the  specifications  of  the  original  contract  Stewart 
agreed  to  deliver  the  building  by  September  15th  **free  and 
clear  of  all  liens  and  incumbrances  for  material  and  labor/' 
and  to  give  bond  conditioned  for  the  "faithful  performance  of 
this  contract  and  for  the  payment  of  all  claims  for  materials 
furnished  for  and  labor  performed  in  the  construction,"  etc 
The  plaintiff  agreed  to  pay  $5,600  (increased  by  extras  to 
$5,900),  to  be  paid  on  or  about  the  first  of  each  month  upon 
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estimate  by  the  superintendent  of  the  value  for  material  fur- 
nished and  labor  performed  in  the  construction  of  the  work 
the  preceding  month,  the  payment  to  be  eighty-five  per  cent 
of  the  estimate,  which  estimate  should  include  material  on  the 
^ound  as  well  as  wrought  into  the  building,  and  that  upon 
final  completion  of  the  work  the  balance  of  the  contract  price 
should  be  paid.    It  was  provided : 

"That  the  just  claims  of  all  persons  furnishing  material 
for  or  performing  labor  in  the  work  embraced  in  this  agree- 
ment shall  be  promptly  paid  by  such  subcontractor  and  re- 
ceipts therefor  delivered  to  said  company  [plaintiff],  or  said 
company  may  at  its  option  pay  any  such  claims  from  the 
amount  at  any  time  due  or  to  become  due  to  said  subcontrac- 
tor under  the  terms  of  this  contract." 

A  bond  was  given,  with  the  defendants  as  sureties,  condi- 
tioned as  above  stated.  The  work  was  prosecuted  nearly  to 
-completion  by  the  subcontractor,  in  the  course  of  which  four 
estimates  were  made,  and  the  eighty-five  per  cent,  thereof, 
Amounting  to  more  than  $4,200,  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
directly  to  the  subcontractor  without  requiring  payment  for 
the  materials  or  labor  entering  into  such  estimates.  In  Janu- 
ary the  plaintiff  exercised  its  right  under  the  contract  to  sus- 
pend the  subcontractor  and  complete  the  building.  There 
then  remained  work  to  be  done  on  the  building  amounting  to 
less  than  $300,  and  there  remained  unpaid  over  $1,600  of  the 
contract  price ;  but  it  was  found  that  a  large  quantity  of  ma- 
terial and  some  labor  had  not  been  paid  for,  amounting  to 
some  $2,200,  payment  of  which  was  demanded  from  the 
county  and  from  the  plaintiff,  and  two  or  three  suits  were 
commenced,  one  by  garnishment,  and  others  against  the 
county  claiming  recovery  under  sec.  3328,  Stats.  (1808). 
The  plaintiff  paid  these  bills,  amounting,  with  the  expenses 
of  its  agent  and  the  cost  of  completing  the  building,  to  $2,700, 
for  the  balance  of  which,  after  subtracting  the  $1,600  due  on 
the  contract,  this  action  is  brought  to  recover  from  the  sure- 
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ties,  the  Buboontractor  having  become  insolvent     Only  Coir 
lifts  was  served  with  summons. 

The  trial  court  on  these  facts  held  that  the  sureties  under 
the  terms  of  the  contract  and  bond  were  not  liable  for  these 
bills  to  subcontractors  of  the  subcontractor  for  material  and 
labor,  and  also  held  that  the  plaintiff,  by  paying  over  to  the- 
subcontractor  without  enforcing  its  right  under  the  contract 
to  have  said  money  applied  in  the  payment  of  such  bills,  had 
released  the  sureties,  and  accordingly  entered  judgment  for 
the  defendant,  from  which  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
SpensUy,  Mcllhon  &  Priestley  and  E.  F.  Conley,  and  for  the 
respondent  on  that  of  Orton  &  Osbom. 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  cited,  among  other  cases,  Leavel 
V.  Porter,  52  Mo.  App.  632;  Hamilton  v.  Woodworih,  17 
Mont.  327,  42  Pac.  849 ;  Mayes  v.  Lane,  116  Ky.  666,  76  S. 
W.  399,  25  Ky.  Law  Rep.  824;  Marree  v.  Ingle,  69  Ark,. 126, 
61  S.  W.  369;  Northern  Light  Lodge  v.  Kennedy,  7  N. 
Dak.  146,  73  N.  W.  524. 

To  the  point  that  the  surety  was  discharged  by  the  prema- 
ture payments  made  to  the  subcontractor,  counsel  for  the 
respondent  cited  Cowdery  v,  Hahn,  105  Wis.  455 ;  Stephens 
V.  Elver,  101  Wis.  392 ;  Shelton  v.  Am.  8.  Co.  127  Fed.  736 ; 
Lucas  Co.  V.  Roberts,  49  Iowa,  159;  Lawhon  v.  Toors,  73 
Ark.  473,  84  S.  W.  636;  Qato  v.  Warrington,  37  Fla.  542, 
19  South.  883;  Taylor  v.  Jeter,  23  Mo.  244;  Electric  A.  Co. 
V.  U.  8.  F.  £  G.  Co.  110  Wis.  434;  W.  W.  Kimball  Co.  v. 
Baker,  62  Wis.  526 ;  Calvert  v.  London  D.  Co.  2  Keen  (Eng. 
Ch.)  638,  644;  Evaais  v.  Graden,  125  Mo.  72,  28  S.  W.  439; 
Simonson  v.  Grant,  36  Minn.  439 ;  Bragg  v.  8hain,  49  Cal. 
131;  Board  v.  Branham,  57  Fed.  179;  Steams,  Suretyship, 
112 ;  New  Haven  v.  Eastern  P.  B.  Co.  78  Conn.  689. 

Dodge,  J.  The  conclusion  we  have  reached  upon  one  of  the 
several  questions  discussed  is  so  decisive  of  the  rights  of  the- 
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parties  as  to  obviate  necessity  of  treating  tlie  others.  Con- 
ceding for  the  purposes  of  argument  that  the  sureties  upon 
this  bond  became  obligated  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  any  sums 
it  might  pay  in  discharge  of  the  principal's  indebtedness  for 
material  and  labor  and  not  merely  such  as  the  plaintiff  might 
be  compelled  or  compellable  to  pay,  there  arises  the  other 
question  whether  defendant  has  been  discharged  from  liabil- 
ity by  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  avail  itself  of  the  right  given 
it  by  the  contract  to  pay  all  such  debts  of  the  principal  out  of 
the  several  instalments  due  the  latter.  The  rule  is  abun- 
dantly well  settled  that  a  creditor  owes  a  known  surety  the 
duty  to  indulge  in  no  transactions  or  dealings  with  the  princi- 
pal debtor  which  shall  vary  the  surety's  position  or  jeopardize 
him  (Omaha  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  111  Wis.  372,  87  N. 
W.  237),  and  that  whenever  the  creditor  has  a  right  and  op- 
portunity to  apply  property  of  the  principal  to  the  satisfac- 
tion or  security  of  his  debt  he  owes  the  surety  the  duty  to  do 
so,  and  release  or  waiver  of  that  right  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
surety  and  without  his  consent  will  discharge  the  latter,  at 
least  pro  tanto.  Price  Co.  Bank  v.  McKenziSj  91  Wis.  658, 
65  N,  W.  507;  Plankinton  v.  Gorman,  93  Wis.  660,  67  X. 
W.  lV2,i\RingenoUus  v.  Abresch,  119  Wis.  410,  416,  96  N. 
W.  817;  Lowe  v.  Reddan,  123  Wis.  90,  100  K  W.  1038; 
Pierce  v.  Afwood,  67  Neb.  296,  93  N.  W.  153;  Commercial 
Nat  Bank  v.  Henninger,  105  Pa.  St.  496;  German  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Foreman,  138  Pa.  St.  474,  21  Atl.  20;  1  Daniel, 
Neg.  Inst.  §  326a.  A  mere  right  or  privilege  as  against  the 
principal  becomes  a  duty  to  the  surety  when  failure  to  exercise 
it  may  prejudice  him.  In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  was  ac- 
corded in  the  contract  the  plain  right  to  discharge  any  and  all 
of  Stewart's  debts  for  material  or  labor  out  of  each  instalment 
which  at  any  time  became  due  him  or  to  withhold  the  pay- 
ment until  receipts  were  produced.  Most>  if  not  all,  of  the 
debts  which  remained  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  suspension  of 
Stewart  existed  before  either  the  September  26th  or  the  Xo- 
VoL.138  — 32 
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vember  4th  instalment  was  paid  over  and  were  less  in  amount 
than  those  two  payments.  Having  the  money  thus  in  hand 
and  having  the  right  as  between  itself  and  Stewart  to  retain 
or  apply  the  same  in  discharge  of  these  debts  for  material  and 
labor,  it  released  that  security  and  paid  the  money  over  to 
Stewart,  whose  disposal  thereof  was  of  course  then  beyond  the 
control  of  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.  Had  plaintiff, 
on  the  other  hand,  exercised  its  right  to  withhold  enough  of 
these  instalments  to  pay  those  debts,  the  balance  of  the  con- 
tract price  remaining  unpaid  when  Stewart  defaulted  would 
have  been  more  than  enough  to  pay  the  expenses  of  complet- 
ing his  contract  It  is  obvious  that  by  such  act  the  defendant 
suffered  prejudice  to  the  full  extent  of  the  liability  now 
claimed  against  him,  if  liable  therefor.  Lucas  Go,  t?.  Roberts, 
49  Iowa,  169 ;  Shelton  v.  Am.  3.  Co.  127  Fed.  736 ;  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Bank  of  W.  £  B.  1  Harr.  (Del)  369.  We  agree 
with  the  trial  court  that  thereby  he  has  been  discharged  and 
that  the  judgment  in  his  favor  is  correct 
By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 

Timlin,  J.,  dissents. 


Sables,  Administratrix,  Respondent,  vs.  Chicago,  Milwau- 
kee &  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  Appellant 

February  SO-^March  P,  1909. 

Railroads:  Injury  to  traveler  at  highway  crossing:  Oontrihwtory  neg- 
ligence: Duty  to  look  and  listen:  Unmanageable  horses. 

1.  Where  from  the  time  when  a  traveler  on  the  highway  could  first, 
by  looking  and  listening,  have  known  that  a  train  was  ap- 
proaching a  crossing  in  front  of  him  (sixty-eight  feet  distant, 
in  this  case)  his  horses  were  so  frightened  by  the  train  that 
they  were  beyond  his  control  and  he  was  unable  to  stop  them 
or  prevent  their  continuing  in  their  course  and  colliding  with 
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the  train,  he  was  excused  from  performance  of  the  usual  duty 
to  look  and  listen  and  to  stop  if  necessary  before  attempting 
to  cross  the  track. 
2.  To  establish  that  the  team  was  beyond  the  driver's  control  in 
such  a  case  it  is  enough  to  show  that  he  was  unable,  by  the 
use  of  all  reasonable  efforts,  to  control  and  prevent  them,  under 
the  impulse  of  their  fright  induced  by  the  noise  and  speed  of 
the  train,  from  proceeding  onto  the  track. 

Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Grant 
county :  Geobge  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the 
intestate^  alleged  to  have  been  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant 

Frank  B.  Sarles,  the  decedent,  was  instantly  killed  at  the 
crossing  of  the  defendant's  railroad  with  Park  street  in  the 
city  of  Boscobel,  August  6, 1906.  Park  street  and  the  railroad 
make  an  acute  angle.  The  course  of  the  railroad  is  from 
northeast  to  southwest  Park  street  runs  north  and  south. 
Mr.  Sarles  approached  this  crossing  from  the  south,  driving 
his  team  of  horses  hitched  to  a  lumber  wagon  without  a  box. 
He  sat  upon  the  hounds  of  the  wagon.  The  train  approached 
from  the  east  At  a  distance  of  from  250  to  300  feet  from 
the  crossing  he  was  seen  by  several  witnesses.  He  seemed  to 
have  control  of  his  team  and  nothing  unusual  was  noticed  in 
their  actions.  When  he  was  about  sixty-eight  feet  distant 
from  the  railroad  track  he  had  a  'lew  up  the  track  toward  an 
approaching  train  for  a  distance  of  570  feet  The  train  was 
approaching  at  an  excessive  and  unlawful  rate  of  speed. 

The  plaintiff  avers  that  the  team  became  frightened  at  the 
sight  and  the  noise  of  the  swiftly  approaching  train  within 
this  space  of  sixty-eight  feet,  just  before  or  just  after  it  had 
entered  upon  defendant's  right  of  way,  and  that  the  decedent 
no  longer  was  able  to  retain  control  of  the  team.  Plaintiff 
claims  that  decedent  could  not  pull  back  with  suflScient  force 
or  divert  the  team  to  prevent  colliding  with  the  engine  on 
account  of  its  unmanageable  condition,  the  high  speed  of  the 
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train,  the  difficulty  of  driving  upon  the  roadway  because  of  its 
narrowness  and  the  ditches  on  both  sides,  and  because  of  the 
unusual  difficulties  of  the  situation  thus  presented. 

The  defendant  avers  that  the  decedent  was  guilty  of  con- 
tribu^^ory  negligence.  It  is  claimed  that  the  evidence  clearly 
shows  that  the  team  which  the  decedent  was  driving  was  of  a 
gentle  disposition,  accustomed  to  and  not  frightened  at  trains, 
and  that  the  decedent,  in  his  hurry  to  get  home  and  hitch  his 
team  to  his  carriage  in  order  to  go  to  the  depot  to  meet  a  rela- 
tive, negligently  omitted  to  look  and  listen  for  the  approach- 
ing train,  failed  to  stop  to  let  the  train  pass,  and  thus  care- 
lessly collided  with  it  and  was  killed. 

The  evidence  of  some  witnesses,  who  testified  to  seeing  the 
accident,  was  to  the  effect  that  the  team  became  "scared"  and 
"frightened"  after  it  had  come  within  sixty-eight  feet  of  the 
tracks.  On  cross-examination  they  described  the  actions  of 
the  team  as  "jumping  up  and  down,"  "galloping,"  "pranc- 
ing," and  "dancing  up  and  down."  These  witnesses  did  not 
state  positively  that  the  toam  was  running  away  or  was  be- 
yond the  control  of  Mr.  Sarles,  nor  did  they  state  that  Mr. 
Sarles  had  control  of  the  team  and  was  only  hurrying. 

Defendant's  motions  for  a  nonsuit  and  for  a  directed  ver- 
dict were  denied  and  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict  as  fol- 
lows: 

"(1)  Did  any  want  of  ordinary  care  upon  the  part  of 
Frank  B.  Sarles  contribute  to  produce  the  accident  that 
caused  his  death  ?    A.  No. 

"(2)  Could  Frank  B.  Sarles,  at  any  period  of  time  from 
the  time  he  was  so  near  the  railroad  crossing  on  Park  street 
that  by  looking  and  listening  he  could  have  known  that  a  train 
was  coming,  have  stopped  his  team  or  turned  them  from  the 
railroad  track  ?    A,  No. 

"(3)  If  the  court  should  decide  in  this  case  that  judgment 
should  go  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  what  sum  should  she  re- 
cover? A,  Four  thousand  two  himdred  and  fifty  dollars 
($4,250)." 
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Defendant's  motion  to  change  answers  in  the  verdict  and 
for  a  new  trial  was  denied,  and  judgment  was  awarded  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
on  the  verdict. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Howe  &  Oilman  and 
Chas.  E.  Vroman,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Vroman. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  O.  Palmer, 
J,  J.  Blaine,  and  Lowry  &  Carthew,  and  oral  argument  by 
Mr.  H.  E.  Carthew  and  Ifn  Blaine* 

SiEBECKEB,  J*  The  evidence  on  the  question  of  decedent's 
care  in  driving  his  team  and  approaching  the  railroad  track 
presents  a  conflict  and  is  susceptible  of  sustaining  different 
inferences.  According  to  some  of  the  evidence  the  team  was 
in  decedent's  control  at  all  times  up  to  the  point  of  collision, 
thus  tending  to  show  that  he  either  did  not  look  to  observe  the 
approaching  train  before  attempting  to  cross  the  track  after 
he  was  within  hearing  or  seeing  distance  of  it,  or  that  he  ob- 
served the  train  and  attempted  to  cross  immediately  in  front 
of  it.  In  either  event  he  would  be  guilty  of  negligence  con- 
tributing to  his  death.  But^  as  set  out  in  the  statement  of 
facts,  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  lost  control 
of  his  team  after  he  had  passed  Dr.  Armstrong's  home,  and 
there  was  evidence  that  the  horses  were  then  trotting  and  were 
under  his  control.  Dr.  Armstrong's  home  is  between  250  and 
300  feet  distant  from  the  railroad  crossing.  Two  witnesses 
testify  that  they  observed  the  team  when  it  was  approaching 
the  track  and  was  within  the  space  of  about  100  feet  of  it^ 
and  that  the  horses  were  then  jumping  and  acting  as  though 
they  were  "scared"  or  "frightened.**  Deceased  appeared  to 
have  hold  of  both  lines  and  was  pulling  and  holding  back. 
The  witnesses  testify  that  the  horses  continued  jumping  and 
rearing  until  the  train  struck  them,  and  that  the  horses  ap- 
peared to  have  been  frightened  at  the  rapidly  approaching 
train.    The  train  was  obscured  from  decedent's  view  until  he 
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reached  a  point  sixty-eight  feet  distant  from  the  track,  when 
he  could  look  up  the  track  a  distance  of  670  feet  The  trav- 
eled portion  of  the  approach  to  the  track  was  narrow,  with  a 
ditch  on  each  side  several  feet  deep.  From  these  facts  and 
circumstances  the  jury  were  warranted  to  infer  that  the  horses 
became  frightened  at  the  approaching  train  when  about  sixty- 
eight  feet  south  of  the  track,  that  the  decedent  from  that  time 
was  unable  to  retain  control  of  them,  and  that  he  could  not 
stop  them  or  divert  them  from  continuing  in  their  course  and 
prevent  colliding  with  the  train.  Such  circumstances  present 
a  case  where  the  failure  of  the  driver  of  a  team  to  look  and 
listen  for  an  approaching  train  and  to  stop  his  team,  if  neces- 
sary for  his  safety,  is  excused  because  the  circumstances  show 
that  the  horses  were  beyond  his  control  and  that  he  waa  irre- 
sistibly deprived  of  the  opportunity  to  perform  his  duly.  To 
establish  that  the  team  was  beyond  decedent's  control  does  not 
call  for  a  showing  that  the  team  was  uncontrollable  in  the 
sense  that  they  were  in  a  state  of  frenzy  and  were  running  at 
a  very  great  speed  from  fright-  The  team  may  have  been  be- 
yond decedent's  control  in  the  sense  that  he  was  unable,  by  the 
use  of  all  reasonable  efforts,  to  control  and  prevent  them, 
imder  the  impulse  of  fright  induced  by  the  noise  and  speed  of 
tlie  train,  from  proceeding  onto  the  track  at  a  time  of  danger 
of  collision  with  the  train.  Such  a  state  of  affairs  immediately 
preceding  and  up  to  the  time  of  collision  constitutes  a  good 
and  suflScient  ground  for  excusing  the  driver  from  the  per- 
formance of  the  usual  duty  to  look  and  listen  for  the  train  and 
to  stop,  if  necessary  for  his  safety,  before  attempting  to  cross  a 
railroad  track.  Piper  v.  0.,  M.  &  8L  P.  B.  Co.  77  Wis.  247, 
46  K  W.  165;  Ouhl  v.  Whitcomb,  109  Wis.  69,  86  K  W. 
142 ;  Kujawa  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  136  Wis.  662,  116  K 
W.  249.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  trial  court  ruled  properly 
in  submitting  this  issue  upon  the  evidence. 

The  contention  that  the  jury's  finding  in  answer  to  the  sec- 
ond question  shows  that  the  team  was  uncontrollable  at  a 
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point  so  remote  from  the  crossing  that  it  could  not  have  been 
frightened  at  the  approaching  train,  and  hence  that  the  de- 
fendant's negligence  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  in- 
jury, cannot  be  sustained.  There  was  evidence  that  the  horses 
were  not  frightened  before  thev  arrived  at  a  point  about  sixty- 
eight  feet  distant  from  the  crossing;  that  the  decedent  had 
control  of  the  horses  up  to  this  point;  that  the  horses  were  not 
frightened  or  going  faster  than  a  trot  until  they  came  close  to 
defendant's  right  of  way ;  and  that  at  this  point  they  became 
frightened  and  unmanageable.  The  credibility  and  weight  of 
this  evidence  were  for  the  jury,  and  if  the  jury  gave  it  cre- 
dence the  findings  negative  the  claim  that  the  team  became 
frightened  and  uncontrollable  from  some  cause  other  than  the 
train. 

These  considerations  call  for  affirmance  of  the  rulings  of 
the  trial  court 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


FoBD,  Respondent,  vs.  Freematt,  Appellant* 

February  20— March  P,  1909, 

Deceit:  Special  verdict:  Sufficiency:  Pleading:  Allegation  of  damage, 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  fraudulent  representations 

whereby  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  mining  stock,  a  spe- 
cial verdict  finding  that  defendant  knowingly  made  the  false 
representations  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  plaintiff  to  buy  the 
stock,  that  the  plaintiff  relied  thereon  and  was  induced  thereby 
to  buy  and  pay  for  the  stock,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
a  certain  sum,  is  held  to  cover  the  issuable  facts  and  to  be 
sufficient  In  form. 

2.  A  complaint  stating  all  the  other  facts  essential  to  a  cause  of 

action  for  fraud  and  then  alleging  that  plaintiff  has  been  dam- 
aged by  defendant  and  deceived  by  him  by  reason  of  the  fraud- 
ulent statements  in  a  certain  sum,  and  that  defendant  became 
Indebted  to  plaintiff  in  that  sum  and  that  said  sum  is  due  and 
owing,  and  that  Judgment  therefor  is  demanded,  sufficiently  al- 
leges damage. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Grant 
county :  Geoege  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  fraudulent  representations  inducing  plaintiff 
to  purchase  stock  in  a  certain  mining  company.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  the  representations  made  and  that  they  were 
false  and  the  plaintiff  deceived  thereby;  that  he  had  been 
damaged  and  deceived  by  tlie  defendant  in  the  sum  of  $4,000, 
and  tliat  defendant  thereby  became  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the 
Bum  of  $4,000 ;  and  that  said  sum  is  due  with  six  per  cent  in- 
terest. The  answer  denies  the  material  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint The  case  was  tried  to  the  court  and  a  jury.  At  the 
close  of  plaintiff's  testimony  defendant  moved  for  directed 
verdict  and  nonsuit,  both  of  which  motions  were  denied.  The 
jury  returned  the  following  verdict: 

"(1)  Did  the  defendant,  G.  H,  Freeman,  knowing  that  the 
statement  was  false  at  the  time  he  made  it,  state  and  represent 
to  the  plaintiff,  C.  M.  Ford,  on  or  before  January  20,  1906, 
that  three  others  and  himself  had  each  subscribed  for  $2,600 
of  the  stock  of  the  Bankers'  National  Development  Company, 
and  had  each  paid  in  cash  his  subscription  into  the  treasury  of 
said  company,  and  that  the  sum  of  $10,000  in  cash  was  then 
in  said  treasury?     A.   (by  the  court)  No. 

"If  you  answer  the  above  question  ^o,'  do  not  answer  the 
succeeding  questions  numbered  2  and  3.  If  you  answer  No.  1 
'Yes,'  answer  said  succeeding  questions. 

"(2)  Did  the  said  defendant  make  such  false  representa- 
tion to  the  plaintiff  to  induce  him  to  purchase  the  stock  of  said 
company?    A.  . 

**(3)  Did  the  plaintiff  rely  upon  such  false  representation, 
and  was  he  induced  thereby  to  buy  1,000  shares  of  the  stock  of 
such  company  and  to  pay  therefor  into  the  treasury  of  said 

company  the  sum  of  "$1,000  ?    A.  . 

.  "(4)  Did  the  defendant,  C.  H.  Freeman,  between  January 
20  and  February  19,  1906,  knowing  that  the  statement  was 
false  at  the  time  he  made  it,  state  and  represent  to  the  plaint- 
iff, C.  M.  Ford,  that  three  others  and  himself  had  each  bought 
of  the  stock  of  said  company  shares  to  the  amount  of  $16,000, 
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and  had  paid  that  amount  in  cash  into  the  treasury  of  said 
company  for  the  same,  and  that  there  was  then  in  the  treasury 
of  said  company  the  sum  of  $60,000  in  cash  ?    A.  Yes. 

"If  you  answer  the  fourth  question  ^No/  you  will  not  an- 
swer the  succeeding  questions  numbered  5  and  6.  If  you  an- 
swer the  fourth  question  *Yes/  answer  such  succeeding  ques- 
tions. 

"(6)  Did  the  said  defendant  make  the  false  representation 
to  the  plaintiff  found  by  you  to  have  been  made  by  your  an- 
swer to  the  fourth  question  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  purchase 
3,000    additional   shares   of   the   stock   in   said   company? 

A.  Yes. 

"(6)  Did  the  plaintiff  rely  upon  such  last  named  false  rep- 
resentation, and  was  he  induced  thereby  to  buy  3,000  shares 
of  the  stock  of  said  company  and  to  pay  therefor  into  the 
treasury  of  said  company  the  sum  of  $3,000  ?    A.  Yes. 

"If  you  have  answered  both  the  first  and  fourth  questions 
'No,'  you  need  not  answer  the  next  question.  If  you  have  an- 
swered both  or  either  of  them  'Yes,'  answer  the  next  question. 

"(7)  If  upon  the  testimony  and  your  findings  the  court 
should  direct  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  what  sum  do  you  find 
that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  ?    A,  $3,333.33." 

Motions  by  defendant  on  the  verdict  were  denied  and  judg- 
ment ordered  for  plaintiff  on  the  verdict,  which  was  entered 
accordingly,  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellajit  there  was  a  brief  by  W.  H.  Beebe,  Geo. 

B.  Clementson,  and  Lowry  &  Carthew,  and  oral  argument  by 
H.  E.  Carthew. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  respondent  on  the  brief  of 
T.  L.  Cleary  and  A.  W.  Kopp. 

Kebwik",  J.  Several  errors  assigned  involve  the  question 
of  the  suflSciency  of  the  evidence  to  support  the  verdict  The 
argument  is  made  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  proof  of  the  representations  nor  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
lied upon  them.  We  do  not  regard  it  necessary  to  spend  any 
time  upon  this  point,  because,  after  careful  examination  of 
the  testimony,  we  are  satisfied  that  there  is  abundance  of  evi- 
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dence  to  support  the  verdict  as  to  the  question  of  making  the 
representations  and  the  reliance  upon  them  by  plaintiff.  It 
appears  that  a  fraternal  relation  existed  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant;  they  being  members  of  the  same  lodge,  and  that 
plaintiff  reposed  special  confidence  in  the  defendant,  and,  as> 
the  evidence  shows,  was  very  largely  influenced  in  the  matter 
of  making  the  investment  in  consequence  of  such  relation  and 
reliance  which  he  placed  upon  the  statements  made  by  defend- 
ant in  consequence  of  such  relation. 

Errors  respecting  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  change  answera 
of  the  jury  to  questions  of  the  special  verdict  also  involve  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  and  upon  this  point  it  is  only  nec- 
essary to  say  that  we  are  convinced  the  questions  of  the  special 
verdict  assailed  are  fully  supported  by  the  evidence. 

Another  error  assigned  covers  the  defendant's  motion  for  a 
new  trial  upon  the  ground,  in  addition  to  those  heretofore 
stated,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action;  that  the  special  verdict  is  insuffi- 
cient; that  the  court  erred  in  its  charge  to  the  jury;  and  that 
the  verdict  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  evidence.  The  want 
of  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  verdict  seems  to  be  appel- 
lant's principal  contention  for  reversal.  The  verdict  covers 
the  issuable  facts  in  the  case,  is  sufficient  in  form,  and  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.    We  find  no  error  in  the  charge. 

The  complaint  clearly  contains  all  the  allegations  essential 
to  make  a  good  complaint  for  damages  for  fraud.  But  it  is 
argued  it  contains  no  allegation  of  damages.  The  facts  are  set 
up  in  the  complaint,  and  it  is  averred  that  the  plaintiff  has 
been  damaged  by  the  defendant  and  deceived  by  him  by  rea- 
son of  the  false  and  fraudulent  statements  in  the  simi  of 
$4,000,  and  that  the  defendant  became  indebted  to  plaintiff 
in  that  sum,  and  that  said  sum  is  due  and  owing,  with  inter- 
est, and  demands  judgment  for  $4,000.  It  is  insisted  that 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  stock  purchased  by  plaintiff  through 
the  fraud  of  defendant  was  not  of  value.    Upon  this  point  the 
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evidence  is  conflicting,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  be  to  the 
amount  of  the  damage  is  conclusive  upon  this  point  We  find 
no  error  in  the  record  and  think  the  judgment  belo^  right. 

By  the  Covrt. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  i»  af- 
firmed. 


St.  Anthony  Mining  and  Mii-lino  Company,  Kespondentv 
vs.  Shaffba  and  another,  Appellants. 

Fe1>ruary  20— March  9, 1909. 

Mining  rights  under  license  or  lease:  Revocation:  Statute  construed  * 
"Crevice  or  range-"  **Discoveryi"  Presumptions:  Notice  to  quit- 
Immaterial  defects. 

1.  The  words  "crevice  or  range"  In  sec.  1647.  Stats.  (1898),  are  equiv- 

alent to  "lode  or  vein,"  the  word  "range"  being  limited  hy  its. 
associated  word,  "crevice,"  which  has  been  defined  to  mean  a 
mineral-bearing  vein. 

2.  Under  sec.  1647,  Stats.  (18M),  a  miner  entering  upon  land  under 

a  mere  license  or  lease,  revocable  at  the  will  of  the  lessor  or 
licensor,  has  the  right,  if  he  strikes  a  prospect,  to  continue  his 
exploration  sufficiently  to  determine  whether  it  will  lead  to  a 
discovery  or  not;  and  if  he  discovers  a  crevice  or  vein  he  may 
follow  that  deposit  of  ore,  within  the  lines  of  the  land  upon 
which  he  was  licensed  to  work,  lengthwise,  sidewlse,  and  down- 
ward until  he  has  exhausted  the  crevice  or  vein;  and  the  land- 
owner cannot  in  the  meantime  revoke  the  license  or  lease  un- 
less the  miner  forfeits  his  right  as  provided  in  sees.  1647,  1649. 

3.  The  word  "discovery"  in  such  statute  must  have  a  reasonably 

strict  construction. 

4.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  not  to  show  "the  discovery  of 

a  crevice  or  range,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1647,  Stats. 
(1898),  but  merely  the  development  and  uncovering  of  a  pocket 
or  deposit  of  zinc  ores  near  old  workings  and  being  part  of 
the  same  mineralized  band  or  zone  running  through  a  known 
mineral-bearing  lot. 

5.  If,  from  long-continued  possession  and  working  of  land  for  min- 

ing purposes  by  licensees  and  those  claiming  under  them.  It 
could  in  any  case  be  presumed  that  there  had  been  a  discovery 
of  a  crevice  or  range  and  that  they  were  in  possession  pursuant 
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thereto,  the  evidence  in  this  case  as  to  the  known  mineral- 
hearing  character  of  the  land,  the  old  workings  theretofore  dis- 
continued, and  the  miners'  description  of  the  land  and  of  their 
operations  thereon,  negative  such  presumption. 
6.  Where  the  answer  in  ejectment  claimed  that  defendants  had  an 
Irrevocable  mining  license  and  denied  plaintifTs  title  to  the 
ore  and  its  right  of  possession,  formal  defects,  if  any,  in  a  no- 
tice to  quit  given  to  the  defendants,  but  not  before  the  court 
on  appeal,  are  not  available  to  reverse  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Iowa 
•county:  George  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Eor  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Piatt  Whitman  and 
Aldro  Jenks,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Jenks.  They  cited, 
among  other  authorities,  III.  8.  Co.  v.  Jeka,  119  Wis.  122,  95 
N.  W.  97;  sec.  1647,  Stats.  (1898);  Sohey  v.  Thomas,  39 
Wis.  317;  Book  v.  Justice  M.  Co.  58  Fed.  106;  Cascaden  v. 
Bartolis,  146  Fed.  739;  Lange  v.  Rohinson,  148  Fed.  799; 
Tipping  v.  Eobbins,  71  Wis.  507>  37  N.  W.  427. 

George  B.  Clementson,  for  the  respondent^  cited  Oanter 
V.  Atkinson,  35  Wis.  48 ;  De  Pere  Co.  v.  Reynen,  65  Wis.  271, 
22  K".  W.  761,  27  'N.  W.  155;  Furlong  v.  Garrett,  44  Wis. 
Ill;  Sydnor  v.  Palmer,  29  Wis.  226;  Meyer  v.  Hope,  101 
Wis.  123,  77  N.  W.  720;  Raisbeck  v.  Anthony,  73  Wis.  572, 
41  K  W.  72. 

TiMLiiT,  J.  The  appellants  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session for  mining  purposes  of  two  lots  designated  respect- 
ively, for  convenience,  as  the  Delaney  lot  and  the  Stephen- 
son lot,  and  base  that  claim  upon  a  parol  license  from  the  foi^ 
mer  owners  of  these  lands  to  some  remote  predecessors  in  oc- 
cupation under  whom  appellants  claim  by  relinquishments, 
parol  transfers,  and  succession  in  occupation  and  use  for  more 
than  twenty  years  next  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion. During  all  this  time  the  api)ellants  and  their  said  pred- 
ecessors in  occupation,  by  payment  of  tribute,  royalty,  or 
rent,  consisting  of  a  fraction  of  the  ore  mined  or  raised,  recog- 
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nized  the  pdramount  title  of  the  owners  in  fee,  and  they  now 
recognize  such  paramount  title,  but  claim  that  under  ch.  75, 
Stats.  (1898),  formerly  ch.  260,  Laws  of  1860,  and  ch.  117, 
Laws  of  1872,  they  have  acquired  a  right  to  hold  and  enjoy 
the  possession  of  said  lots  for  the  purpose  of  mining  thereon 
upon  payment  of  tribute  or  royalty  to  the  fee  owners,  and  that 
the  lapse  of  time  has  prescribed  any  remedy  of  the  fee  owners 
to  treat  them  otherwise  than  as  such  possessors.  Some  criti- 
cism is  madq  upon  the  fee  title  of  the  respondent,  but  we  are 
assured  by  appellants'  brief  that  they  make  this  criticism 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  challenging  the  sufficiency  of  the 
notice  to  quit  served  upon  them  by  respondent,  and  do  not 
wish  otherwise  to  deny  that  the  respondent  is  the  owner  of  the 
title  in  fee  subject  to  appellants'  rights  as  licensees  for  the 
purpose  of  mining  and  removing  the  ore.  We  shall  therefore 
take  it  for  granted  that  the  respondent  has  title  in  fee  to  the 
lots  in  question. 

Ch.  75,  Stats.  (1898),  is  in  many  respects  a  very  pecul- 
iar statute,  and  its  provisions,  as  well  as  its  peculiar  use  of 
mining  terms,  indicate  a  local  origin.  It  applies  only  to  min- 
ing contracts  and  leases  for  the  digging  of  ores  and  minerals, 
viz.:  (1)  licenses  or  leases  "verbal"  or  written  made  to  a 
miner;  (2)  only  where  there  is  no  contract  between  the  par- 
ties contrary  to  its  provisions;  (8)  only  where  there  are  no 
terms  established  by  the  landlord  contrary  to  its  provisions. 
The  class  of  contracts  affected  is  consequently  very  narrow. 
But  with  regard  to  a  contract  which  does  fall  within  its  pro- 
visions the  latter  are  quite  sweeping.  Such  lease  or  license  as 
does  fall  within  the  purview  of  the  statute  shall  not  be  revo- 
cable by  the  maker  thereof  (1)  after  a  valuable  discovery  has 
been  struck;  (2)  after  a  valuable  prospect  has  been  struck; 
(3)  but  if  the  miner  shall  forfeit  his  rights  by  negligence 
such  as  establishes  a  forfeiture  according  to  mining  usages, 
then  the  "maker"  of  the  lease  or  license  may  revoke  it  not- 
withstanding a  valuable  discovery  or  a  prospect  "has  been 
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struck."  This  appears  to  permit  revocation  after  discovery 
for  a  particular  cause^  but  whether  or  not  the  cause  exists  is 
to  be  determined  by  proof  of  mining  usages.  Sec.  1649,  Stats. 
(1898),  provides,  however,  other  causes  for  forfeiture  of  such 
license  or  lease  after  discovery,  viz.:  (1)  concealing  or  dis- 
posing of  ores  or  minerals,  or  (2)  concealing  or  disposing  of 
"mines  or  diggings"  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  lessor 
of  his  rent^  and  (3)  neglect  for  three  days  after  notice  and 
claim  of  rent  to  pay  rent  on  ores  or  minerals  "raised"  by  the 
tenant  or  licensee.  Having  thus  fixed  the  legal  effect  of  the 
class  of  licenses  and  leases  above  described  with  reference  to 
possessory  rights,  the  statute  further  declares,  "the  discovery 
of  a  crevice  or  range  containing  ores  or  minerals  shall  entitle 
the  discoverer  to  the  ores  or  minerals  pertaining  thereto,  sub- 
ject to  the  rent  due  his  landlord,  before  as  well  as  after  the 
ores  or  minerals  are  separated  from  the  freehold."  The 
words  "crevice  or  range"  are  probably  here  used  with  some 
local  significance,  because  the  word  "range"  as  applied  to 
mineral  deposits  is  commonly  understood  to  designate  a  large 
stretch  of  country,  often  many  miles  in  length  and  of  consid- 
erable width,  carrying  with  some  continuity  or  at  intervals  ore 
deposits  belonging  generally  to  the  same  geological  stratum. 
A  "crevice,"  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  word  sometimes  applied 
to  a  mineral-beai^ing  vein.  In  Raisbeck  v,  Anthony,  73  Wis. 
572,  586,  41  N.  W.  72,  these  two  words  were  considered  to 
be  equivalent  to  the  expression  "lode  or  vein,"  thus  limiting 
the  word  "range"  by  its  associated  word,  "crevice,"  which  lat- 
ter word  has  been  defined  to  mean  mineral-bearing  vein.  BeaU 
V.  Cone,  27  Colo.  473,  62  Pac  948,  958 ;  Van  Zandt  v.  Argen- 
tine M.  Co.  8  Fed.  725 ;  Terrible  M.  Co.  v.  Argentine  M.  Co. 
89  Fed.  583.  It  is  somewhat  questionable  whether  this  con- 
struction of  the  words  "crevice  or  range"  is  the  most  appro- 
priate to  the  conditions  existing  in  the  lead  and  zinc  mining 
regions  of  Wisconsin,  because  such  mineral  deposits  might  not 
be  aptly  described  in  that  way.     Wis.  Survey  Bull.  No.  9, 
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Lead  and  Zinc  Deposits  (1903).  But  the  construction  thus 
placed  upon  the  statute  has  stood  for  twenty  years  and  we  do 
not  feel  authorized  to  change  it 

The  purpose  of  the  statute  seems  to  be  to  give  the  miner  who 
is  operating  under  a  lease  or  license  from  the  owner  of  the 
land,  terminable  at  the  will  of  the  latter,  the  right,  in  case  he 
<iiscovered  a  prospect,  to  continue  his  exploration  free  from 
any  right  of  the  lessor  or  licensor  to  cut  him  oflF  by  revocation 
before  the  prospect  so  discovered  was  explored  suflSciently  to 
determine  whether  it  would  lead  to  a  discovery  or  not,  and  in 
case  he  discovered  a  crevice  or  vein  to  entitle  him  to  follow 
that  deposit  of  ore  within  the  lines  of  the  land  upon  which  he 
was  licensed  to  work  lengthwise,  sidewise,  and  downward 
until  he  had  exhausted  the  crevice  or  vein,  paying  the  agreed 
•or  customary  tribute  or  royalty  to  the  landowner  in  the  mean- 
time. Thus  a  miner  entering  under  a  mere  license  or  lease, 
revocable  at  the  will  of  the  lessor  or  licensor,  by  discovery 
became  entitled  to  all  the  rights  which  he  would  have,  had 
the  license  or  lease  in  the  first  place  had  incorporated  into  it 
the  terms  of  this  statute. 

Under  such  a  statute  the  word  "discovery"  must  in  the  in- 
terest of  certainty  of  titles  have  a  reasonably  strict  construc- 
tion. In  Baisbeck  v.  Anthony,  supra,  it  was  held  that  the 
location  of  a  new  deposit  of  ore  further  along  the  vein  and 
in  the  direction  of  the  extension  of  an  exhausted  deposit  and 
between  the  same  rock  walls  was  a  continuation  and  expan- 
sion of  the  same  vein,  which  had  pinched  out  where  the  former 
workings  were  abandoned,  and  not  the  discovery  of  a  crevice 
or  range  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute.  That  was  rather 
a  stronger  case  for  the  licensee  than  the  case  at  bar,  and  if 
that  case  be  accepted  as  law  the  defendants  in  this  case  have 
not  brought  themselves  within  the  statute.  For,  as  we  view 
the  evidence,  the  lots  in  question  were  known  mineral  ground 
and  had  been  worked  and  mined  long  prior  to  the  inception  of 
defendants'  license.    The  defendants  or  their  predecessors  in 
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occupation  uncovered  and  raised  some  ores  of  zinc  called  "dry 
bone"  and  "jack"  which  were  Valuable  and  marketable,  but 
tlie  evidence  leads  us  to  believe,  as  it  led  the  circuit  court  to- 
believe,  that  this  was  the  development  and  uncovering  of  a 
mineral  deposit  in  a  known  mineral-bearing  lot  and  alongside^ 
of  the  old  lead  diggings,  rather  than  a  discovery  of  a  crevice 
or  range,  vein  or  lode.  They  do  not  bring  their  act  of  uncov- 
ering or  disclosing  this  deposit  within  the  proper  meaning  of 
tlie  word  "discovery"  as  used  in  this  statute,  nor  do  they 
bring  that  which  they  uncovered  and  disclosed  within  the- 
meaning  of  the  words  "crevice  or  range."  The  evidence 
rather  shows  it  to  be  a  pocket  or  deposit  some  distance  from 
the  old  workings,  but  part  of  the  same  mineralized  band  or 
zone  nmning  through  these  mineral-bearing  lots.  In  one 
sense  of  the  word  it  was  a  discovery  that  the  particular  ore 
was  at  that  identical  spot  and  not  elsewhere,  but  it  was  not  the 
discovery  of  a  crevice  or  range. 

With  reference  to  appellants'  claim  that  by  reason  of  long- 
continued  possession  for  mining  purposes  by  them  and  by 
those  under  whom  they  claim  the  court  should  presume  that 
there  had  been  a  discovery  of  a  crevice  or  range  and  that  they 
were  in  possession  pursuant  to  that  discovery,  not  yet  having- 
exhausted  the  crevice  or  range,  we  must  say  that  the  evidence 
aJ9  we  understand  it  negatives  such  a  claim.  The  known  min- 
eral-bearing character  of  the  land,  the  old  workings  thereto- 
fore discontinued  or  abandoned,  and  the  appellants'  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  and  their  operations  thereon  and  the  deposit 
uncovered  negative  such  presumption,  if  we  were  permitted 
to  indulge  such  presumption  in  any  case.  We  may  add  that  it- 
is  quite  difficult  to  fit  a  presumption  of  this  kind  to  a  statute 
which  gives  possession  for  a  limited  time  and  only  for  the 
purpose  of  mining  out  a  certain  crevice  and  dependent  upon 
practically  continuous  mining  and  payment  of  rent  But  it 
may  not  be  impossible  in  a  proper  case. 

With  reference  to  the  notice  to  quit  or  revocation  of  appel-^ 
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lants'  license,  we  have  no  copy  of  the  same  before  ns,  and  the 
fact  that  such  notice  was  given  appears  only  by  testimony  of 
the  defendants  elicited  upon  cross-examination.  The  answer 
of  defendants  claimed  an  irrevocable  license  by  reason  of  the 
discovery  of  a  crevice  or  range  by  their  predecessors  and  de- 
nied the  respondent's  title  to  the  ore  and  it^  right  of  posses- 
sion. Formal  defects  in  the  notice  to  quit,  if  such  existed, 
were  under  these  circumstances  not  available  to  the  appellanta 
for  the  purpose  of  reversing  the  judgment. 

By  the  Court, — The  iudgtnent  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Eujs,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error. 

February  22— March  9,  1909. 

Criminal  Jato:  Receiving  deposits  in  insolvent  lank:  Statute  con- 
strued:  Deposit  of  check  as  money:  Indictment:  Officer  of  tank 
receiving  deposit:  What  constitutes  a  deposit:  Deposit  hy  debtor 
Of  hank:  Insolvency:  Evidence:  Value  of  assets:  Relevancy:  Rep- 
utation as  to  financial  standing:  Presumption  as  to  continuance 
of  condition:  How  far  retroactive:  **Unsafe  or  insolvent," 

1*  If  a  person  deposits  In  a  bank  for  his  credit  a  check,  and  It  Is 
presently  treated  between  such  person  and  such  bank  as  money, 
the  former  obtaining  credit  upon  which  he  may,  at  his  pleasure, 
draw  for  money,  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  is  satisfied,  as  regards 
a  aeposlt  of  money. 

%  A  charge  in  an  Indictment  or  Information  under  such  section, 
tnat  a  particular  person  deposited  In  a  specified  bank,  for  his 
credit,  a  check  on  another  bank  and  that  It  was  received  for 
the  bank  by  its  president,  naming  him,  and  accepted  on  deposit, 
satisfies  all  the  essentials  of  such  section  as  to  an  officer  of 
a  bank.  In  his  capacity  as  such  ofilcer,  accepting  or  receiving 
money  on  deposit. 

S,  In  case  of  an  officer  of  a  bank  accepting  for  such  bank  money 
of  another  to  be,  and  which  Is,  deposited  for  his  credit  to  be 
at  his  pleasure  drawn  on,  the  status  of  such  officer  as  regards 
sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  Is  thereby  fixed  regardless  of  whether 
the  depositor  owes  the  bank  on  paper,  due  to  and  which  does 
Vol.  138—33 
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mature  shortly  so  as  to  absorb  the  deposit,  in  part,  before  the 
bank  is  forced  to  suspend. 

4.  in  case  of  a  person  depositing  money  in  a  bank  as  against  an 

existing  overdraft,  so  far  as  it  goes  in  discharge  of  such  in- 
debtedness, it  is  not  a  deposit  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  4541, 
Stats.  (1898). 

5.  The  call  of  the  statute,  as  regards  the  act  constituting  a  crim- 

inal fraud,  is^a  deposit  such  as  will  create  a  credit;  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between  the  parties,  or  that  of 
bailor  and  bailee  or  that  of  principal  and  agent. 

6.  Evidence  of  the  reputation  of  a  person  as  regards  financial  stand- 

ing is  relevant. 

7.  Evidence  of  the  value  of  commercial  p^^per  based  wholly  on  Ig- 

iiorance  of  the  witneus  as  to  whether  the  maker  possesses  any 
property  liable  to  execution,  is  not  relevant,  on  the  subject  of 
the  solvency  of  the  maker. 

8.  "When  the  existence  of  a  person,  a  personal  relation,  or  state 

of  things  is  once  t^stabllshed  by  proof,  the  law  presumes  that 
the  person,  personal  relation,  or  state  of  things  continues  to 
exist  as  before,  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  or  until  a  dlfterent 
piesumption  Is  raised  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  in  ques- 
tion." 

9.  No  JE>resumption  is  raised  in  the  manner  aforesaid  which  is  ma- 

terially retroactive. 

10.  Proof  of  Insolvency  at  a  particular  time  does  not  create  a  pre- 

sumption that  the  same  condition  existed  at  any  considerable 
time  anterior  thereto,  nor  is  it  evidentiary  of  such  condition 
at  a  time  very  remote  from  that  to  which  the  evidence  is  di- 
rected. 

11.  Proof  that  a  person  was  insolvent  at  a  particular  time  by  means 

of  judgments  against  him  shown  at  such  time  to  be  uncollecti- 
ble, as  circumstantial  evidence  that  he  was  Insolvent  six  months 
or  more  prior  thereto,  especially  in  case  of  his  having  shortly 
after  the  earlier  date  transferred  his  property  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  payment  of  his  obligations,  is  not  relevant. 

12.  Within  reasonable  limits  under  reasonable  circumstances  proof 

of  insolvency  of  a  person  at  a  particular  date  as  circumstan- 
tially bearing  on  like  Insolvency  at  an  earlier  date,  is  relevant. 

13.  Whether  evidence  of  the  nature  mentioned  in  the  last  foregoing 

is  relevant  or  not,  raises,  primarily,  a  question  of  competency, 
in  which  field  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed on  appeal  unless  clearly  wrong. 

14.  In  the  situation  suggested  in  the  last  foregoing,  if  the  prior  date 

under  all  the  circumstances  is  too  remote  to  permit  of  the  cir- 
cumstance of  insolvency  at  the  later  date  having  reasonably 
any  evidentiary  significance,  it  is  irrelevant. 
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15.  In  case  officers  of  a  bank  are  largely  Indebted  thereto  and  pos- 

sess property  interests  in  a  corporation  to  a  very  significant 
amount  as  compared  to  such  indebtedness,  and  they  convey  such 
property  to  the  bank  on  account  of  such  indebtedness,  pursu- 
ant to  an  understanding  of  long  standing,  the  situation  before 
the  conveyance  should  be  regarded  substantially  the  same  as 
that  thereafter,  as  regards  the  mental  state  of  such  officers  re- 
specting the  condition  of  the  bank  as  to  solvency. 

16.  In  the  situation  in  the  last  foregoing  the  fact  that  some  of  the 

officers,  equally  interested  in  the  bank  and  the  outside  prop- 
erty mentioned,  are  not  debtors  of  the  bank  but  have,  neverthe- 
less, agreed  with  their  associates  to  Join  in  conveying  such 
property  to  strengthen  it  as  to  paper  on  which  they  were  not 
liable,  creating  a  moral  obligation,  only,  to  so  join,  which  obliga- 
tion the  other  officers  have  good  reason  to  suppose  will  be,  and 
In  fact  is,  redeemed,  does  not  militate  against  the  outside  in- 
^  terest  of  such  nondebtor  officers  being  considered  by  the  others, 
before  the  transfer,  on  the  question  of  whether  the  bank  is 
solvent. 

17.  The  words  "unsafe  or  insolvent"  In  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  are 

used  therein  as  legal  equivalents. 

18.  The  term  "unsafe  or  insolvent"  as  used  in  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898), 

does  not  mean  insolvent  in  the  limited  sense  of  inability  to  pay 
Indebtedness  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business. 

19.  The  term  mentioned  means  insolvent  in  the  broad  general  sense 

of  a  deficiency  of  one's  assets  in  realizable  cash  available  within 
a  reasonable  time,  treated  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  person 
would  generally  conduct  his  business  under  the  same  or  similar 
circumstances,  to  pay  his  liabilities. 

20.  A  bank  is  unsafe  or  insolvent  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 

when  the  cash  value  of  its  assets,  realizable  in  a  reasonable 
time,  in  case  of  liquidation  by  its  proprietors  as  ordinarily 
prudent  persons  would  ordinarily  close  up  their  business,  ia  not 
equal  to  its  liabilities,  exclusive  ol  stock  liabilities. 
[Syllabus  by  Mabbhall,  J.] 

Erbos  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county :  James  O'lfEiLL,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Writ  of  error  to  review  a  conviction  for  the  offense  of  re- 
ceiving money  into  a  bank  for  the  credit  of  a  depositor  with 
knowledge,  or  good  reason  to  know,  that  the  bank  was  unsafe 
or  insolvent,  contrary  to  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898). 

The  accused,  during  the  time  stated  in  the  indictment,  was 
president  of  the  Security  Savings  Bank,  a  duly  organized 
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banking  corporation  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  located  at 
Ashland,  Wisconsin. 

The  indictment  contained  three  counts,  each  for  a  violation 
of  sec.  4541,  aforesaid.  The  first  was  for  receiving  into  the 
bank  January  29,  1904,  of  A.  L.  Goodman,  $125  in  lawful 
money  for  his  credit.  The  second  was  for  so  receiving  Feb- 
ruary 2,  1904,  a  check  for  $1,000  of  that  value  for  credit  of 
A.  Donald.  The  third  was  for  so  receiving  February  8, 1904, 
money  and  bank  checks  of  the  value  of  $59.65  from  W.  T. 
Briggs  for  his  credit 

As  to  each  alleged  violation  of  law  it  was  charged  the  ac- 
cused received  the  deposit  as  president  of  the  bank,  knowing, 
or  having  good  reason  to  know,  that  the  bank  was  unsafe  and 
insolvent 

The  case  was  duly  tried  on  a  plea  of  not  guilty.  Ques- 
tions discussed  in  the  opinion  were  in  due  form  saved  for 
review. 

The  bank  was  duly  incorporated  September  10,  1903,  as 
successor  to  a  banking  business  previously  conducted  by  a 
partnership  composed  of  the  accused,  his  brother,  E.  H.  Ellis, 
and  his  sisters,  Danielia  Loranger  and  Augusta  Kennedy. 
Prior  to  such  date  the  capital  was  $20,000  and  business  was 
dominated  by  the  accused,  he  being  supposed  by  the  public  to 
be  substantially  the  sole  owner.  In  the  new  organization  the 
four  persons  named  took  the  stock  in  equal  proportions,  ex- 
cept one  share  taken  by  Ellis  Kennedy,  son  of  Augusta  Ken- 
nedy. 

The  stock  was  fixed  at  $50,000.  The  corporation  started 
business  with  a  duly  approved  paid-up  capital  of  that  amount 
All  assets  of  the  private  bank  were  turned  over  to  the  new 
organization  and  it  assumed  the  liabilities.  From  the  time 
of  the  new  organization  to  the  time  it  closed  February  13, 
1904,  by  reason  of  general  disturbed  financial  conditions, 
some  special  local  disturbances,  and  other  causes,  patrons  of 
the  bank  withdrew  credits  to  the  extent  of  about  one  third,  the 
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deposits  being  reduced  from  $162,560.97  to  $107,000  or 
thereabouts.  Prior  to  the  day  named  the  proprietors  partially 
arranged  to  borrow  on  assets  of  the  bank  $35,000,  thinking 
that  amount  would  tide  over  the  difficulties,  but  before  con- 
cluding to  secure  the  money  a  consultation  was  had  with  the 
bank  examiner,  who,  after  an  examination  of  the  affairs  of  the 
bank,  approved  of  its  continuing,  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
proprietors,  the  $35,000  would  so  strengthen  the  reserves  as  to 
provide  against  a  continuation  of  the  reduction  of  deposits. 
Not  feeling  certain  in  that  respect,  the  proprietors  concluded 
to  go  into  liquidation  and  the  bank  was  closed  accordingly, 
control  of  it  being  turned  over  to  the  bank  examiner.  At  such 
time  the  amount  of  assets  was  $231,006.05  and  liabilities 
other  than  to  stockholders  $108,270.46,  The  assets  of  the 
bank  on  February  3,  1904,  and  for  a  considerable  period 
prior  thereto,  consisted  of  commercial  paper  around  $75,000 
in  amount,  which  depended,  for  its  value,  in  the  main,  upon 
responsibility  of  the  accused,  E.  H.  Ellis,  and  Ellis  S.  Ken- 
nedy, real-estate  mortgage  security  as  to  Kennedy's  indebted- 
ness, and  a  moral  obligation  hereafter  explained  as  to  some 
indebtedness  of  Gteorge  C.  Loranger.  Of  this  paper  $6,300 
was  the  obligation  of  George  0.  Loranger,  on  which  the  ac- 
cused was  liable  as  an  indorser,  $1,100  was  paper  of  one  Hol- 
brook,  son-in-law  of  the  latter,  and  $12,500  of  E.  S.  Kennedy, 
son  of  Augusta  Kennedy.  On  such  day  the  stockholders  of  the 
bank  were  proprietors  of  the  stock  of  the  Bay  City  Land  Com- 
pany in  the  same  proportion  as  they  were  of  the  stock  of  the 
bank.  Danielia  Loranger,  one  of  such  stockholders,  had  ver- 
bally promised  to  convey  her  interest  in  the  land  company  to 
the  bank  to  care  for  the  indebtedness  of  her  husband  to  the 
bank  and  the  indebtedness  of  Holbrook,  and  all  the  stock- 
holders of  such  company  understood  from  the  time  of  the  or- 
ganization of  the  bank  that  the  company's  property  should  be 
devoted  to  the  interests  of  the  bank.  The  value  of  the  obliga- 
tions of  Mr,  Loranger,  the  Ellises,  and  E.  S.  Kennedy  on  such 
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day  depended,  in  the  main,  except  as  to  the  real-estate  security 
mentioned,  upon  the  responsibility  of  the  stockholders  in  the 
land  company  and  the  moral  obligations  of  Mrs.  Loranger  and 
Mrs.  Kennedy  to  devote  their  interests  in  such  company  to 
those  of  the  bank.  Pursuant  to  such  obligation  the  land  com- 
pany's assets,  consisting  of  real  estate  of  the  assessed  valuation 
of  about  $72,000,  were  conveyed  to  the  bank.  It  had  all  such 
property  at  the  later  date  when  the  bank  was  taken  possession 
of  by  the  bank  examiner. 

The  evidence  established  all  the  matters  aforesaid  without 
dispute  and  further  so  established  that  the  business  of  the 
bank  was  conducted  without  any  refusal  to  pay  any  legitimate 
demand  upon  it  up  to  the  time  it  closed  as  aforesaid  without 
supposing  liquidation  would  be  necessary,  up  to  the  time  of 
the  conference  with  the  bank  examiner  aforesaid.  There  was 
further  undisputed  evidence  that  the  value  of  the  assets  of  the 
bank  on  tlie  day  of  the  closing  and  on  and  after  February  3 
and  4,  1904,  was  somewhere  aroimd  $160,000,  as  the  same 
Avas  reasonably  viewed  at  the  time,  and  that  sudi  value  existed 
on  the  20th  day  of  January,  1904,  and  thereafter  up  to  and 
inohisive  of  February  2,  1904,  contingent  upon  the  resp<Hisi- 
bility  of  the  stockholders  of  the  land  company  being  such,  by 
nni^ou  of  their  o^^^lert^lup  of  the  stock  of  such  oompany,  as  to 
n^uder  tlieir  obligj\tious  to  the  bank  substantially  as  good  be- 
fore the  assets  of  the  land  company  were  turned  over  to  the 
bank  as  thereafter-  The  e^-idence  was  further  undisputed 
that^  viewing  the  assets  of  the  bank  during  the  period  from 
January  20, 1004,  to  and  inclusive  of  Februaiy  13, 1904,  ex- 
i\;;>ive  of  tb.e  land  company^s  property  and  die  oUigatioDS  on 
:u\vunt  of  which  the  same  was  turned  over  to  the  bank,  they 
woiv  of  the  value  of  at  least  aKvut  $1SS.000,  or  enou^  to 
vvvor  the  liair.itios  into  about  $20,000,  and  that,  taking  the 
rr  tvrrr  of  il.e  land  o>mpany  at  the  value  plao?d  thereon  by 
tVo  \y:::u-<>t  >.  or  taking  the  value  of  the  paper,  on  accoomt  of 
\\V.:vh  such  rrv^ix^rtv  was  turned  ovier  to  ie  bank*  as  sukstan- 
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tially  equal  to  the  value  of  such  property  as  so  placed,  there 
was  a  surplus  of  assets  over  liabilities,  at  each  of  the  times 
material  under  the  information,  of  somewhere  around 
$50,000. 

There  was  no  evidence  indicating  that>  on  either  of  such 
dates,  the  proprietors  of  the  bank  contemplated  going  into 
liquidation,  or  had  any  thought  other  than  that  the  bank  would 
remain  indefinitely  in  business.  There  was  evidence  that  at 
the  time  the  bank  was  examined  by  the  bank  examiner,  just 
previous  to  his  taking  possession,  he  was  of  the  opinion  there 
were  assets  suflScient  to  pay  the  liabilities,  especially,  except 
stock  liabilities,  and  that  he  was  of  the  opinion,  when  the  bank 
closed,  the  proprietors  did  not  believe  but  that  there  were 
assets  sufficent  to  pay  out,  in  money,  all  liabilities  to  de- 
positors. 

There  was  evidence  to  the  effect  that,  when  the  deposit  was 
made,  mentioned  in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment,  the 
same  was  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  depositor,  who  at  that 
time  owed  the  banV  a  considerable  amount,  but  that  none  of  it 
was  then  due.  The  evidence  as  to  the  deposit  mentioned  in 
the  second  count  was  to  the  effect  that  it  was  treated  as  caah, 
the  amount  the  check  called  for  being  placed  to  the  depositor's 
credit,  and  that  the  check  was  afterwards  paid  to  the  bank. 

There  was  evidence  to  the  effect  that  for  a  considerable  time 
before  the  occurrence  mentioned  in  the  indictment^  and  up  to 
the  time  the  bank  closed,  the  law  was  not  complied  with  as  to 
reserves;  also  evidence  that  some  overdrafts  were  allowed, 
there  being  such  at  the  time  of  the  suspension  to  the  amount 
of  about  $4,000,  about  $900  of  which  was  against  responsible 
pePBons  other  than  the  proprietors  of  the  bank,  and  $1,700 
only  good,  so  far  as  the  responsibility  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
bank  would  make  it  so,  either  as  owners  of  the  property  of  the 
land  company  or  as  having  turned  such  property  over  to  the 
bank,  leaving  about  $1,600  of  overdrafts  of  no  value. 

There  waa  other  evidence  as  to  want  of  good  judgment  in 
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the  conduct  of  the  bank,  and  evidence  that  after  the  proprie- 
tors had  turned  all  tlieir  money  over  thereto,  as  they  did,  noth- 
ing could  be  collected  of  them. 

The  cause  was  submitt^ed  to  the  jury,  resulting  in  a  verdict 
of  guilty  on  the  first  and  second  coimts  and  not  guilty  on  the 
third.  The  various  exceptions  saved  upon  the  trial  will  be 
mentioned  in  their  order  of  importance  in  the  opinion. 

For  the  plaintiff  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  Saribom, 
Lamoreux  &  Pray,  and  oral  argument  by  A.  W.  Sanborn  and 
B.  W.  Jones. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
tiey  General,  V.  T.  Pierrehe,  district  attorney  for  Ashland 
county,  and  M,  Barry,  assistant  to  district  attorney  for  Ash- 
land county,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Pierrelee  and  Mr* 
Barry. 

Marshall,  J.  In  the  foregoing  statement  we  have  avoided 
going  into  details  or  dealing  much  with  figures,  except  in  the 
way  of  generalizations.  There  is  sudi  a  r  hss  of  things  in  the 
record  that  any  attempt  to  state  it  in  detail  would  fail  of  ac- 
complishing any  valuable  purpose  and  probably  would  leave 
the  situation  more  or  less  involved  in  confusion. 

The  legal  questions  are  few  in  number  amd  will  be  pre- 
sented in  their  Ic^cal  order. 

The  fact  that  the  deposit  relied  upon  in  the  second  count  in 
the  indictment  was  a  check  does  not  militate  against  its  satis- 
fying the  call  of  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  for  a  deposit  of 
money.  True,  the  check,  as  it  went  over  the  counter,  was  not 
money,  but  it  was  treated  as  such  between  the  bank  and  its 
customer.  It  was  taken  as  the  equivalent  of  money  at  the  face 
value.  The  money  equivalent  was  placed  to  the  credit  of  the 
depositor  the  same,  in  all  respects,  as  if  legal  tender  money 
had  been  passed  over  the  counter.  The  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor,  as  between  the  bank  and  the  depositor,  with  the 
characterization  of  liability  on  the  one  side  and  expectancy  on 
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the  other  as  to  payment  on  demand  at  any  time  during  bank- 
ing hours,  was  created.  In  short,  the  transaction,  in  practical 
effect,  was  the  same  as  if  the  bank  had  parsed  to  its  customer 
$1,000  for  the  check  and  he  had  immediately  passed  the  same 
back  for  deposit  and  received  credit  therefor. 

The  foregoing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  is  in  harmony' 
with — and  really  required  by  the  rule  of  stare  decisis  on  ac- 
count oi— State  v.  Shove,  96  Wis.  1,  70  N.  W.  312.  We  can- 
not appreciate  that  there  is  any  difference  between  passing  a 
certificate  of  deposit  on  a  bank  over  its  counter  for  credit  or  a 
renewal,  the  presumption  being  that  money  equivalent  for 
such  certificate  is  on  hand  to  be  passed  out  in  exchange  for  the 
paper  if  desired,  and  passing  over  the  counter  a  certificate  of 
deposit  or  check  or  bill  of  exchange  on  another  bank,  which 
is  taken  as  so  much  money  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
the  money  itself  being,  presumably,  present  to  be  transmitted, 
if  desired,  in  exchange  for  the  paper.  To  say  there  is  a  differ^ 
ence  in  the  two  situations  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  trifling 
with  the  statute. 

It  is  confessed  that  the  indictment,  in  substance  and  prac- 
tical effect,  is  the  same  as  in  State  v.  Shove,  supra,  but  insisted 
that,  as  no  point  was  made  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  charge  in 
such  case,  the  way  is  clear  for  a  challenge  in  that  regard  now. 
Granted,  for  the  purpose  of  the  discussion.  The  following 
defects  are  now  suggested:  (a)  It  does  not  appear  from  the 
charge  that  the  bank  became  the  debtor  of  the  depositor 
named  in  the  first  count,  (b)  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
deposit  consisted  of  money,  (c)  It  does  not  appear  that  Ellis 
received  the  deposit  for  the  bank. 

The  requisite  of  the  statute  as  to  (a)  and  (b),  so  far  as  is 
necessary  to  this  case,  is  acceptance  or  reception  on  deposit  of 
money  tendered  for  that  purpose  by  a  customer.  That  is 
plainly  charged  in  the  first  count  in  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  is  likewise  so  charged  in  the  second,  in  the  light  of 
what  we  have  said  as  to  the  reception  of  the  check  as  money, 
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being  the  same  as  if  the  thing  passed  over  the  counter  had  been 
money,  in  fact 

(c)  The  claim  that  the  indictment  does  not  show  that  the 
accused  acted,  in  receiving  the  deposits,  for  the  bank,  seems 
to  bo  without  merit  After  charging  receipt  of  money  on 
do})osit,  in  the  one  case,  and  the  check  in  the  other,  the  lan< 
guago  of  the  indictment,  as  to  each,  is,  substantially,  that  the 
accused  was,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  deposit,  the  president 
of  the  bank  and  the  money  was  accepted  and  received  into  the 
bank  on  deposit  What  more  is  needed?  Wf  cannot  discover 
anything  wanting. 

The  fact  that  the  customer  mentioned  in  the  first  count  was 
indebted  to  the  bank  at  the  time  he  made  his  deposit,  espe- 
cially, since  the  indebtedness  was  not  presently  due,  does  not 
militate  against  the  receipt  of  the  money  satisfying  the  stat- 
ute as  to  that  element  The  credit  created  by  the  deposit  was 
at  the  customer  s  disposal  immediately  upon  its  creation.  The 
sU\tus  of  tlie  accused  was  fixed,  as  regards  guilt  under  the  stat- 
ute, tlie  instant  the  deposit  was  accepted  as  creating  a  credit, 
liable  to  be  called  for  at  once,  and  was  not  subject  to  diange 
by  maturity  of  the  depositor's  indebtedness  thereafter,  before 
the  bank  closed,  so  as  to  absorb  a  part  at  the  whole  of  it  Had 
the  deposit  been  made  on  account  of  the  indebtedness  about  to 
mature,  and  to  be  applied  thereon,  or  made  on  aoooont  of  an 
overdrafts  so  as  to  operate  to  discharge  the  depositor's  in- 
debtedness to  the  bank,  the  case  would  be  far  different  True, 
it  would  be  aWurd  to  hold  that  a  deposit  in  form,  which,  in 
praotioal  efffX*t  is  only  payment  of  an  indebtedness  on  in  over- 
oniwii  a^wunt^  would  satisfy  the  statatwy  call  f<»  a  deposit 
of  uuMuy  or  other  thinir  usoil  as  money  and  suVeci  to  be  re- 
cAl'evi  in  money*  Siich  ciCl  contenip^.Ates  m  deposit  such  as 
w;?i  orca:e  the  P?Iativ>n  of  debtor  ard  cr^iitor  benreen  the 
Mrtit-^  or  bailor  and  bailee,  or  the  i>cCation  of  prinv^ipal  and 
j",pi  r.t.  the  fv^nr.er  oi:^:y  beir.^:  ii:?.:<  rlju  %>  this  ««*, 

A  witness  who,  up^ai  the  r*'ir  c^nr.  was  sxTpc^se^J  to  have 
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shown  special  knowledge  of  the  charax5ter  of  commercial  paper 
made  by  parties  in  the  city  of  Ashland  and  its  vicinity,  was 
permitted  to  give  his  opinion,  generally,  of  the  valne  of 
specific  pieces  of  paper  mentioned  to  him,  about  the  time  of 
the  occurrences,  material  to  the  case.  He  was  not  asked  as  to 
whether  he  knew  the  reputation  of  the  maker  or  indorser  of 
the  paper  as  to  solvency,  but  as  to  the  value  of  the  paper  as  a 
commodity  in  the  community,  from  the  standpoint  of  whether 
the  parties  named,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  witness,  had  any 
property  out  of  which  the  same  could  be  collected.  He  stated, 
definitely,  that  his  testimony  was  based,  not  on  knowledge  of 
whether  the  parties  possessed  property  or  not,  but  on  igno- 
rance of  whether  they  had  any.  The  motion  made  to  strike 
out  such  testimony  should  have  been  granted.  True,  if  the  wit- 
ness had  shovm,  with  any  degree  of  fairness,  on  the  voir  dire, 
that  he  knew  the  reputation  of  the  makers  of  the  paper  for 
solvency,  he  might  have  been  permitted  to  testify  to  such  repu- 
tation. True,  evidence  of  the  general  reputation  of  a  person 
for  financial  responsibility  is  relevant  on  the  question  of  his 
solvency.  That  does  not  seem  to  have  been  directly  passed 
upon  by  this  court,  but  it  has  by  many,  and  may  be  said  to  be 
entirely  settled,  though  not  by  universal  authority.  We  will 
not  go  into  the  subject  at  length  but  state,  with  approval,  that 
the  rule  is  as  indicated.  The  f  ollovring  are  a  sample  of  a  mul- 
titude of  judicial  authorities  on  the  subject:  Hahn  v.  Penr 
ney,  60  Minn.  487,  490,  62  N.  W.  1129 ;  West  v.  SL  Pwul 
Nat.  Bank,  54  Minn.  466,  56  N.  W.  54;  Angell  v.  Rosen- 
bury,  12  Mich.  241 ;  Bank  of  Middlehury  v.  Btdland,  83  Vt 
414. 

The  evidence  discussed  was  not  of  the  character  of  opinion 
evidence  as  to  reputableness  for  solvency.  True,  on  cross- 
examination  there  was  some  evidence  from  the  witness  that  he 
testified,  from  reputation,  as  to  the  financial  standing  of  one 
maker  of  a  note  brought  to  his  attention,  but,  in  general,  hif» 
evidence  was  confined  to  opinions  on  the  basis  before  indi 
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cated.  He  gave  no  evidence  that  he,  in  fact,  knew  whether  the 
debtor  had  property  or  not.  On  the  whole,  it  seems  that  the 
evidence  was  not  relevant.  It  did  not  approach  near  enough 
to  the  real  point  at  issue  to  have  sufficient  probative  force  to 
be  within  the  realms  of  competency.  Therefore,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  it  should  have  been  stricken  out  as  indicated. 

Complaint  is  made  because  the  court  permitted  much  evi- 
dence as  regards  financial  condition  of  debtors  of  the  bank, 
particularly  the  proprietors,  long  after  the  suspension,  with- 
out direct  proof  that  the  same  condition  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  occurrences  charged  in  the  indictment.  A  judgment 
against  the  accused  for  $32,526.33  in  favor  of  the  receiver  of 
the  bank,  rendered  some  six  months  after  the  suspension,  cov- 
-ering  substantially  all  the  liabilities  of  the  accused  to  the  bank, 
was  received.  Similar  proof  was  made  as  to  other  debts  to  the 
bank  in  connection  with  evidence  of  unsuccessful  eflForts  to 
collect  on  the  judgments.  Much  of  this  evidence,  so  far  as  di- 
rect effect  was  concerned,  related  to  the  condition  of  things 
from  six  months  to  some  over  a  year  after  the  deposits  were 
alleged  to  have  been  wrongfully  received. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  evidence  that,  as  a  general 
rule,  presumptions  do  not  run  backward;  that  while  "when 
the  existence  of  a  person,  a  personal  relation,  or  state  of 
things  is  once  established  by  proof,  the  law  presumes  that  the 
person,  personal  relation,  or  state  of  things  continues  to  exist 
as  before,  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  or  until  a  different  pre- 
sumption is  raised  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  in  question" 
(State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  Med.  Coll.  v.  Chittenden,  127  Wis. 
4G8, 107  N.  W.  600;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  41),— there  is  no  retro- 
active evidentiary  inference,  especially  reaching  backward, 
materially.  So,  proof  of  insanity  or  insolvency  at  a  particu- 
lar time,  is  not  competent  to  prove,  on  the  principle  of  natu- 
ral and  probable  relation,  the  same  condition  a  considerable 
period  prior  thereto.  But  the  question  of  whether  a  circum- 
stance is  of  suflScient  probative  force  to  have  the  dignity  of  a 
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legal  presumption  of  fact,  establishing  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy, prima  facie,  as  in  case  of  the  rule  stated,  is  one  thing, 
and  that  of  whether  it  is  so  utterly  void  of  probative  power 
as  to  be  outside  the  realms  of  competency  and  so  irrelevant, 
is  quite  another. 

It  must  be  conceded  that,  while  evidence  of  the  character 
of  that  in  question  might  not  establish  a  condition  which 
would  raise  a  legal  presumption  running  backward,  if  the 
condition  were  not  too  remote  it  would  not  be  entirely  with- 
out evidentiary  consequence.  Such  consequence  might  be  con- 
siderable under  some  circumstances.  For  instance,  in  case  of 
proof  of  entire  want  of  assets  to  meet  liabilities  a  few  days 
after  the  particular  time  vital  to  a  controversy.  It  would, 
necessarily,  diminish  in  weight,  according  to  remoteness,  and 
eventually  become  so  shadowy  as  to  pass  into  the  realms  of 
conjecture,  and  so  outside  the  field  of  competency,  thereby  be- 
coming wholly  irrelevant-  Within  a  considerable  field,  the 
primary  question,  as  to  admissibility,  would  be  one  of  com- 
petency, in  which  field,  as  in  all  others  where  the  trial  court 
is  required  to  determine  matters  of  fact,  there  is  a  broad  range 
for  the  exercise  of  judgment,  in  which  the  trial  court  is  quite 
supreme,  so  much  so,  that  its  rulings  should  not  be  disturbed 
unless  clearly  wrong.  Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627,  648, 
78  K  W.  145;  Johnson  v.  State,  129  Wis.  146,  152,  108  N. 
W.  55. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  considerable  of  the  evi- 
dence objected  to  was  improperly  received  under  the  princi- 
ples suggested ;  particularly,  judgments  against  persons  who, 
before  the  suspension,  divested  themselves  of  all  of  their  prop- 
erty, by  turning  it  over  to  the  bank  on  account  of  the  very  in- 
debtedness represented  by  the  judgments  subsequently  ren- 
dered, and,  further,  in  view  of  the  failure  of  counsel  to  make 
good  the  pledge  given  to  tlie  court  at  the  time  the  evidence 
was  received,  that  evidence  would  be  offered  that  there  had 
not  been  any  substantial  change  in  the  financial  condition  of 
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the  persons,  to  whose  status  the  remote  evidence  related,  from 
the  time  of  the  occurrences  charged  in  the  indictment  down  to 
the  time  of  the  remote  condition  proved,  or  attempted  to  be 
proved.  These  general  observations  are  all  that  seems  neces- 
sary on  tliis  branch  of  the  case. 

The  trial  court  gave  instructions  excepted  to,  and  refused 
to  give  instructions  requested,  upon  the  theory  that,  the  value 
of  the  property  of  the  land  company  turned  over  to  the  bank, 
on  account  of  liabilities  of  the  stockholders,  in  the  main,  Feb- 
ruary 3,  1904,  could  not  be  considered  on  the  question  of 
whether  the  bank  was  unsafe  or  insolvent  to  the  knowledge, 
or  with  good  reason  for  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the  accused, 
at  any  time  prior  to  such  date,  but  could  be  from  and  there- 
after. Thatj  it  seems,  was  manifestly  wrong,  and  a  wrong 
which,  quite  likely,  was  fatal  to  the  accused,  as  to  the  first  and 
second  counts,  inasmuch  as,  while  the  accused  was  acquitted 
as  to  the  circumstance  that  happened  a  few  days  after  the  land 
company's  property  was  turned  over  to  the  bank,  he  was  con- 
victed as  to  that  which  happened  the  day  before  and  the  one 
which  happened  five  days  before. 

It  seems  that,  aside  from  the  interest  which  Mrs.  Loranger 
and  Mrs.  Kennedy  had  in  the  land  company,  such  com- 
pany's property,  from  a  legal  standpoint^  was  behind  the  li- 
ability of  the  debtor  stockholders  of  the  bank,  substantially 
the  same  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1904,  as  on  the  subse- 
quent dates  material  to  the  case.  Since  there  was  an  under- 
standing prior  to  the  29th,  to  which  Mrs.  Loranger  and  Mrs, 
Kennedy  were  parties,  that  all  the  land  company's  property 
should  be  turned  over  to  the  bank  on  account  of  the  liabilities 
of  the  stockholders  thereto  to  strengthen  its  resources,  and 
particularly  as  the  accused  had,  as  it  seems,  sufficient  influ- 
ence with  his  associates  to  secure  their  co-operation  as  to  any- 
thing he  desired  done  to  strengthen  the  bank, — ^he  had  sub- 
stantially the  same  reason  on  January  29  to  consider  the 
value  of  the  land  company  property  with  reference  to  the 
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solvency  of  the  bank,  as  at  any  later  time.  In  the  light  of  the 
result  of  the  trial  as  to  the  third  count  in  the  indictment,  it 
seems  reasonably  certain  that  had  the  case  been  presented  to 
the  jury  in  this  way,  there  would  have  been  a  verdict  of  not 
^ilty  on  all  the  charges.  There  can  hardly  be  any  mistake 
about  that  in  view  of  the  undisputed  evidence  that,  consider- 
ing the  land  company  property,  the  cash  value  of  the  bank 
assets,  at  the  times  in  question,  as  the  accused  had  a  right  to 
view  them,  exceeded  the  liabilities  to  depositors  by  about 
forty  per  cent. 

On  the  question  of  whether  there  was  the  excess  stated,  we 
have  little  or  no  doubt.  We  have  checked  over  carefully  the 
claim  in  that  regard  by  counsel  for  the  accused,  and  find  it 
substantially  correct.  There  is  no  substantial  claim  to  the 
contrary  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  defendant  in  error.  On 
the  oral  argument  counsel  were  pointedly  challenged  in  re- 
spect thereto  several  times  from  the  bench,  and,  while  they 
did  not  concede  there  was  such  excess,  their  attitude  was  such 
as  to  suggest,  very  strongly,  that  they  were  not  prepared  to 
more  than  deny  that  there  were  assets  of  a  convertible  charac- 
ter sufficient  to  enable  the  bank  to  meet  its  liabilities  in  the 
•ordinary  course  of  business,  or  enough  to  pay  anywhere  near 
all  the  debts,  as  it  turned  out. 

The  latter  condition  mentioned  is  not  very  persuasive  as  to 
the  condition  of  mind  of  the  accused,  or  the  knowledge  he 
should  have  had  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1904.  It  is  a 
matter  of  common  knowledge  that  assets  in  the  hands  of  a 
going  banking  concern  are  regarded  very  differently  from  the 
same  assets,  upon  the  bank  going  into  forced  liquidation.  The 
change  of  circumstances  is  quite  likely  to  depreciate  the  value 
of  the  securities  to  a  very  marked  degree. 

The  learned  trial  court  charged  the  jury,  over  and  over 
again,  that  whether  the  bank  was  insolvent  on  the  particular 
-days  material  to  the  case,  turned  on  whether  it  had  sufficient 
assets  to  meet  its  liabilities  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
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and  whether  the  accused  at  such  time  had  good  reason  to  know 
the  bank  was  unsafe  or  insolvent,  was  whether  he  had  such 
reason  to  know  it  did  not  possess  sufficient  assets  to  pay  all  its- 
liabilities  as  they  matured  and  became  payable  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business.  On  the  other  hand  the  learned  court 
refused  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  statutory  test  was- 
whether  the  fair  value  of  the  assets  on  the  particular  days 
named  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  liabilities,  exclusive  of  lia- 
bilities to  stockholders. 

In  view  of  the  situation  that,  according  to  the  undisputed 
proof,  there  was  an  excess  of  assets  over  liabilities,  within  the- 
rule  requested  to  be  given  to  the  jury,  the  error  in  refusing 
such  request,  if  there  were  error  in  that  regard,  was  prejudi- 
cial in  the  highest  degree,  since  such  request,  in  view  of  the 
evidence,  was,  in  effect,  one  to  render  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
accused. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  insolvency,  as  the  subject  is 
dealt  with  under  the  insolvent  and  bankrupt  laws,  regarding 
a  condition  where,  by  the  theory  of  such  laws,  the  person  or 
concern  should  suspend  and  take  such  measures  or  submit  to- 
such,  for  the  protection  of  creditors,  as  to  insure  equality  of 
treatment,  is  as  the  court  instructed  the  jury.  That  is  the 
limited,  not  the  common,  popular,  or  general  meaning  of  the 
term.  The  latter  suggests,  merely,  a  substantial  deficiency  of 
assets  to  cover  liabilities.  In  a  multitude  of  authorities  in- 
volving administration  of  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws  and 
situations  properly  classible  therewith,  authorities  mainly  re- 
lied upon  by  the  prosecution,  insolvency  is  viewed  in  the  lim- 
ited sense,  while  the  general  sense  is  universally  conceded  to< 
be  as  indicated.  So  it  will  be  seen  that  a  bank  may  be  in- 
solvent in  the  limited  sense  and  clearly  not  in  the  broad  gen- 
eral sense. 

Must  the  limited  meaning  be  given  to  the  term  "unsafe  or 
insolvent"  as  used  in  the  statute  ?  Is  it  true  that,  under  all 
circumstances,  the  proprietors  of  a  bank,  though  believing^^ 
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they  haye  an  abundance  of  assets  to  pay  out  within  a  reason- 
able time  all  liabilities  to  depositors,  must  close  the  doors  and 
go  into  liquidation  whenever  they  have  good  reason  to  know 
they  will,  or  probably  may,  not  be  able  to  pay  all  demands 
upon  the  bank  in  the  usual  course  o^  business,  and  that  every 
moment  of  time  they  keep  open  for  business  thereafter  they 
are  criminals  before  the  law  and  liable  to  be  prosecuted  and 
punished  by  long  terms  of  confinement  in  the  state  prison  ? 
If  such  is  the  law,  the  banking  business  is  exceedingly  unat- 
tractive and  the  more  conscientious  the  banker  is,  the  less  at- 
tractive it  is. 

It  muBt  be  seen,  at  once,  that  the  statute  is  open  to  con- 
struction. The  words  used  have  the  two  well  known  and 
widely  different  meanings.  By  the  familiar  rule  that,  in 
general,  the  common,  ordinary  meaning  of  words  in  a  law  is 
to  be  taken  as  the  one  intended  by  the  legislature,  we  must 
discover  some  efficient  reason  for  holding  that  it  did  not  have  , 
in  mind,  in  enacting  the  law  in  question,  the  one  which  the 
learned  trial  court  rejected. 

While  it  is  reasoned  by  some  courts  that  the  mischiefs  to  be 
guarded  against  by  such  legislation  suggest  the  limited  mean- 
ing as  intended,  such  reasoning  is  not  satisfactory  and  is  not 
in  accord  with  the  reasoning  of  other  just  as  respectable  courts 
holding  to  the  contrary  view. 

There  is  no  more  legitimate  business  than  that  of  banking. 
There  are  laws  for  the  promotion  of  it,  beneficial  to  those  en- 
gaged therein  and  their  patrons,  in  every  civilized  nation  on 
earth.  Our  laws  contemplate  that  all  but  a  small  proportion 
of  the  deposits  in  a  state  bank  and  all  of  its  capital  stock  may 
be  loaned  for  considerable  periods  of  time  and  quite  a  propor- 
tion on  real-estate  security.  It  is  permitted  to  put  twenty- 
five  per  cent  of  its  capital  and  surplus  into  banking  house  and 
fixtures.  It  is  permitted  to  loan  fifty  per  cent  of  capital,  sur- 
plus and  deposits  upon  real-estate  security,  and  without  limit 
in  this  and  adjoining  states  when  authorized  by  a  resolution 
Vol.  188  — 34 
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of  two  tliirdfl  of  the  board  of  directors.  There  is  a  legal  limit 
upon  the  amount  that  may  be  loaned  directly  to  one  person, 
but  there  is  no  limit  whatever  as  to  indirect  loans^  and  no 
limit  as  to  loaning  on  approved  security  to  a  single  borrower, 
short  of  the  whole  capital  stock  and  surplus,  in  case  of  two 
thirds  of  the  directors  consenting  thereto  by  a  duly  recorded 
vote.  There  is  no  limit  as  to  time  upon  which  loans  may  be 
made.  Notwithstanding  this  broad  discretion  the  law  only 
requires  a  reserve  on  hand  in  cash,  either  in  bank  or  available 
in  correspondent  reserve  baoks^  of  fifteen  per  oent  of  the  de- 
posits. 

In  the  situation  indicated^  would  it  be  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  a  bank  must,  at  all  events,  be  prepared  to  pay  every 
one  who  calls  his  credit  in  the  usual  course  of  business  under 
peril  of  the  severe  punishment  provided  in  sec.  4541,  Stats. 
(1898)  ?  Must  persons  engaged  in  such  business,  while  not 
going  outside  the  permitted  methods  with  bad  intent^  upon 
every  occasion  of  tlxeir  competency  to  pay  in  the  usual  course 
of  business  being  challenged,  regardless  of  competency  to  pay 
ultimately,  be  conscious  of  drifting  within  the  shades  of 
l)rison  walls;  into  realms  of  everlasting  disgrace  for  them- 
selves and  their  families  ?  The  very  picture,  not  at  all  ovei^ 
drawn  it  is  thought,  suggests,  most  forcibly,  that  sudi  a  mean- 
ing as  tlie  learned  trial  court  attributed  to  the  statute  would 
lead  to  the  most  absurd  results.  That  of  itself  would  require 
rt^jeetion  of  such  meaning,  there  being  another  perfectly  rea- 
sonable, and  a  fairly,  at  least,  appropriate  one. 

The  reason  for  not  adopting  the  drastic  meaning  attributed 
to  the  statute  by  the  trial  judge,  suggested  frcxn  th^  viewpoint 
of  the  banker,  is  reinforced  by  one  quite  as  persuasive  from 
the  juMiit  of  view  of  patrons  of  a  bank.  It  is  a  matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  that  liquidation  of  a  bank  in  insolvency  pro- 
iHHHliusrs  is  inevitably  attended  with  great  losses  which  com- 
luonlv  fall  on  the  depositors.  So  when  a  banker  stands  face 
to  fiuv  Willi  a  eoudiiion  of  probiiWe  inability,  merely  to  pay 
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all  liabilities  "in.  the  ordinary  course  of  business,"  he  knows 
that  to  go  into  liquidation,  unless  that  is  absolutely  necessary, 
is  inviting  disaster  for  the  depositor  often  in  far  greater  meas- 
ure than  to  persist  in  going  on.  Premature  suspension  or  un- 
necessary suspension  often  is  the  very  worst  thing  that  could 
happen  to  the  persons  the  statute  is  designed  to  protect.  In 
that  situation,  if  the  statute  were  construed  as  the  counsel  for 
defendant  in  error  contend  it  should  be,  the  fabled  position  of 
most  unfortunate  danger  would  be  quite  real,  the  banker  while 
bending  all  his  energies  to  perform  his  duty  of  avoiding 
danger  on  the  one  side  would  be  quite  likely  to  fall  into  a  still 
greater  danger  on  the  other.  Avoiding  Scylla,  he  would  fall 
into  Chaxybdis. 

Looking  to  our  own  decisions  we  find  that  the  precise  ques- 
tion under  discussion  has  not  been  heretofore  treated.  Our 
attention  is  called  to  Baker  v.  State,  64  Wis.  368,  12  K  W. 
12;  In  re  Koetting,  90  Wis.  166,  62  N.  W.  622;  State  v. 
Shove,  96  Wis.  1,  70  N.  W.  312,  but  in  neither  is  the  question 
discussed  or  helpfully  alluded  to,  much  less  decided.  The 
same  condition  exists  in  most  all  the  adjudications  elsewhere 
under  similar  statutes.  The  secret  of  that,  doubtless,  is  that 
only  in  rare  instances  has  there  been  a  prosecution  of  this  sort 
unless  the  bank  was  so  hopelessly  insolvent  that  its  condition 
in  that  regard  satisfied  every  meaning  of  the  term  insolvency, 
beyond  question. 

In  State  v.  Cadwell,  79  Iowa,  432,  44  N.  W.  700,  the  bank- 
ruptcy rule  was  adopted,  citing  in  support  thereof  wholly  civil 
cases  where  such  rule  is  appropriate.  The  reasoning  in  the 
opinion  does  not  appeal  favorably  to  our  understanding.  It 
is  wholly  from  a  one-sided  point  of  view.  The  bank  there 
was  insolvent  under  any  rule  and  unquestionably  so.  Refer- 
ence is  made  to  a  federal  case,  without  stating  where  it  may 
be  found,  but  it  is  sufficiently  identified  to  point,  unmistak- 
ably, to  Dodge  v.  Mastin,  17  Fed.  660.  Turning  thereto  we 
find  it  held  that  a  bank  may  be  insolvent  in  the  limited  sense 
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the  term  is  used  in  bankruptcy  matters;  it  may  even  be  forced 
to  close  its  doors  for  want  of  money  to  pay  all  calls  upon  it  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business, — and  yet  not  be  insolvent 
within  the  meaning  of  the  criminal  law.     It  was  said : 

"A  bank  is  solvent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution 
and  the  statutes  we  are  considering,  when  it  possesses  suffi- 
cient of  assets  to  pay  within  a  reasonable  time  all  its  liabili- 
ties through  its  own  agencies." 

The  Iowa  case  has  been  cited  with  a  measure  of  approval 
in  some  instances,  but  not  in  any  one  of  consequence  of  this 
sort,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  discover.  It  must  be  conceded 
it  has  some  support  in  State  v.  Beach,  147  Ind.  74,  43  N.  E. 
949,  46  N.  E.  145;  Queenan  v.  Palmer,  117  IlL  619, 
7  K  E.  470,  613;  Meadowcroft  v.  People,  163  HI.  66,  45 
K  E.  303 ;  State  v.  Myers,  54  Kan.  206,  88  Pac.  296.  In 
a  pretty  full  review  of  authorities  in  an  article  in  37  Cent. 
Law  J.  147,  it  is  condemned,  authorities  being  cited  and  logic 
used  to  the  conclusion  that  a  bank  ia  not  unsafe  or  insolvent, 
in  the  language  of  the  criminal  law,  if  its  property  is  worth 
more  than  all  its  liabilities,  even  though  it  be  in  such  condi- 
tion, at  the  time  of  receiving  a  deposit,  that  it  has  to  default 
soon  on  maturing  liabilities.  We  should  remark,  in  passing, 
that  the  author  took  note  of  the  fact  that  in  the  Iowa  case  the 
bank  was  hopelessly  insolvent  within  any  meaning  of  the 
term,  so  the  court  did  not  need  to  go  to  the  extent  it  did.  For 
that  reason,  we  may  well  apprehend,  the  question  did  not  re- 
ceive the  attention,  at  the  hands  of  the  court,  it  otherwise 
would. 

We  will  close  this  opinion  without  any  extensive  review  of 
authorities.  We  venture  to  say  that,  in  aU  situations  except 
in  respect  to  the  administration  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency 
laws,  the  term  imder  consideration  is  regarded  as  contemplat- 
ing insufficiency  of  assets,  in  money  value,  to  balance  liabili- 
ties, such  money  value  to  be  realized,  not  by  a  forced  and  in- 
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voluntary  sale,  but  by  handling  in  the  ordinary  way  an  ordi- 
narily prudent  man  would  generally  conduct  his  business  un- 
der the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 

The  following  are  examples  of  the  application  of  the  rule 
we  have  stated:  namilton  v.  Menominee  Falls  Q.  Co.  106 
Wis.  352,  81  K  W.  876;  Marvin  v.  Anderson,  111  Wis.  387, 
87  K  W.  226 ;  Shaw  v.  OilbeH,  111  Wis.  165,  86  N.  W.  188 ; 
Livingston  v.  Bank  of  New  Yorh,  26  Barb.  304,  308;  Walk- 
emhaw  v.  Perzel,  32  How.  Pr.  233.  The  position  of  this 
court  on  the  general  question  is  weU  summarized  in  the  sylla- 
bus to  Hamilton  v.  Menominee  Falls  Q.  Co.,  supra,  thus : 

"Insolvency,  in  such  connection,  does  not  mean  an  insuffi- 
ciency of  quick  assets  to  pay  all  debts  at  once,  nor  inability  to 
meet  commercial  obligations  as  they  fall  due  in  the  course  of 
business,  but  that  the  property  of  the  corporation,  real  and 
personal,  estimated  at  a  fair  and  reasonable  valuation,  is  sub- 
stantially less  than  its  debts." 

There  is  a  peculiarity  in  our  statute,  perhaps  distinguish- 
ing it  from  the  Iowa  statute  and  certainly  from  those  of  In- 
diana, Kansas,  Illinois,  and  many  other  states.  The  word 
"insolvent"  only  is  used  in  most  statutes,  while  that,  in  con- 
nection with  the  word  "\insafe,"  is  used  in  ours.  Not  in  the 
disjunctive,  as  said  in  In  re  Koetting,  90  Wis.  166,  62  N".  W. 
622,  to  suggest  separate  conditions  forming  bases  for  the  crim- 
inal liability,  but  as  "legal  equivalents,"  the  latter  word  to 
explain  and  emphasize  the  first.  That  fairly  indicates  that 
the  legislative  idea  was  something  more  than  insolvency  in 
the  limited  sense. 

An  examination  of  the  statutes  of  other,  states  fails  to  dis- 
close any  similar  use  of  words  in  a  similar  statute,  except  in 
Minnesota.  Ch.  219,  Laws  of  Minn.  1895.  The  supreme 
court  of  that  state  in  State  v.  Clements,  82  Minn.  434,  85  N". 
W.  229,  in  defining  the  term,  rejected  the  idea  of  competency 
to  pay  liabilities  "in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,"  adopt- 
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ing  this,  by  way  of  approval  of  the  trial  court's  instruction 
on  the  subject : 

"If  the  assets  of  a  banking  firm  and  of  the  individual  mem- 
bers thereof  are  insufficient  in  value  to  pay  the  debts  of  such 
firm,  then  such  firm  is  insolvent.  A  bank  or  banking  firm  is 
solvent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  when  it  and  its 
several  members  possess  assets  of  sufficient  value  to  pay, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  all  its  liabilities  through  its  own 
agencies,  and  is  insolvent  when  it  and  its  individual  members 
do  not  possess  assets  of  such  value." 

We  approve  of  that,  substantially,  preferring,  however,  to 
express  it  in  this  way:  The  term  "unsafe  or  insolvent"  in 
sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  has  regard  to  deficiency  of  assets, 
realizable  in  cash  value  within  a  reasonable  time,  treating 
them  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  person  would  ordinarily  con- 
duct his  business,  to  cover  liabilities  exclusive  of  stock  liabili- 
ties. A  bank  is  insolvent  when  the  fair  cash  value  of  its  as- 
sets, realizable  within  a  reasonable  time,  in  case  of  liquida- 
tion by  the  proprietors,  as  ordinarily  prudent  persons  would 
ordinarily  close  up  their  business,  is  equivalent  to  its  liabili- 
ties, exclusive  of  stock  liability. 

That  gives  a  sensible  construction  to  the  statute,  treating 
the  banking  business  with  the  consideration  it  deserves  both 
from  the  standpoint  of  patrons  and  patronized,  instead  of 
treating  those  engaged  therein,  and  responsible  for  the  safety 
of  the  cash  and  idle  capital  of  the  country,  and  responsible  for 
the  correctness  of  the  innumerable  exchange  transactions  of 
business  in  every-day  life,  as  if  they  were  a  dangerous  class, 
to  be  fenced  about  as  classes  generally  are,  of  criminal  tend- 
encies. It  provides  punishment  for  the  really  bad  and  with- 
out crushing  the  merely  unfortunate,  and  subjecting  all,  or  a 
large  proportion,  in  perilous  financial  periods,  to  worriment 
of  unreasonable  menace. 

A  point  made  that  the  law  under  which  the  grand  jury  was 
drawn  which  found  the  indictment  is  unconstitutional,  be- 
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CSL-Qse  it  denies  to  an  accused  person  the  equal  protection  of 
thp  laws  and  due  process  of  law,  is  ruled  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error  by  State  ex  rel.  Ouhbins  v.  AnsoUj  132  Wis. 
461,  112  K  W.  475;  Voughi  v.  State,  135  Wis.  6,  114  N. 
W.  518,  646. 

There  is  no  other  question  which  needs  discussion  or  even 
mention.  The  judgment  must  be  reversed.  Whether  the 
cause  should  be  remanded  with  directions  to  discharge  the  ac- 
cused upon  the  ground  that  he  should  have  been  discharged 
on  the  case  and  motion  made  therefor  below,  is  not  free  from 
difficulty.  That  such  course  would  be  the  right  administra- 
tion, in  a  clear  case  of  uselessness  of  a  new  trial,  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  Code  which  on  reversal  requires  the 
cause  to  be  remanded  for  a  new  trial,  only  when  necessary ; 
that  is,  only  when  justice,  in  the  judgment  of  this  court,  does^ 
or  seemingly  may,  demand  it  (sec.  3071,  Stats.  1898),  has 
been  vindicated, — ^many  times  in  recent  years.  Muench  v. 
Heinemann,  119  Wis.  441,  96  N.  W.  800 ;  Hay  v.  Baraboo^ 
127  Wis.  1,  105  K  W.  654;  Miller  v.  State,  139  Wis.  67, 
119  IT.  W.  850. 

When  it  is  dear  that  a  full  trial  has  been  had  and  that  a 
new  trial  would  not  be  liable  to  change  the  situation,  assum- 
ing that  the  witnesses  who  testified  cannot  honestly  do  more 
than  repeat  their  testimony,  public  and  private  interests  as 
well  demand  that,  upon  a  reversal  here,  such  disposition 
should  be  made  of  the  matter  as  to  terminate  the  litigation. 

Because  of  the  probability,  amounting  to  almost  reasonable 
certainty,  in  view  of  the  verdict  on  the  third  charge,  that  un- 
der proper  instructions  there  would  have  been  a  full  acquit- 
tal, and  other  circumstances  in  the  case — a  demand  for  a  new 
trial,  from  the  standpoint  of  public  justice,  is  not  very  clear. 
However,  since  the  case  was  tried  on  quite  an  untenable  the- 
ory, it  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  it  should  be  remanded 
for  a  new  trial,  which  will  not  preclude  the  prosecuting  at- 
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tomej,  if  he  shall  deem  best^  from  diamissing  the  cause  with 
consent  of  the  trial  court. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Babn£s,  J*,  took  no  parL 


State  ex  bsi-  Bashfoed  vs.  Fbeab,  Secretary  of  State.' 

February  23— March  P,  1909, 

Supreme  court:  Justices:  Term  of  office:  Appointment  to  fill  vacancy: 
Change  in  compensation:  Constitutional  law:  Practical  construO' 
tion. 

1.  Art.  YII  of  the  constitution  creates  the  office  of  Justice  of  the 

supreme  court,  fixes  the  term  of  office,  and  provides  for  filling 
the  same,  and  such  term  Is  a  unit.  Including,  so  far  as  such 
article  is  concerned,  periods  within  the  full  term  of  Incumbency 
by  appointment  or  election  to  fiU  a  vacancy. 

2.  Generally  speaking,  a  constitutional  prohibition  as  to  Increase 

or  decrease  of  the  salary  Incident  of  an  office  during  a  term 
thereof,  whether  in  the  form  of  a  prohibition  of  such  a  change 
during  the  term  for  which  an  officer  is  elected  or  during  an 
officer's  term  of  office,  refers  to  the  full  term,  fixed  by  the  fun- 
damental or  other  law.  w 

3.  In  the  situation  last  mentioned,  generally  speaking,  a  person 

appointed  to  a  vacancy  or  elected  thereto,  does  not  have  a  term 
of  office,  in  the  constitutional  sense,  but  takes  a  part  of  the 
unit,  to  wit.  of  the  full  term.  He  merely  steps  into  the  place 
and  term  of  his  predecessor  and  becomes  subject  to  the  inci- 
dent of  that  term,  the  salary. 

4.  Whether  "his  term  of  office"  in  sec.  26,  art  IV,  of  the  constitution 

of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  is  synonymous  with  his  incumbency 
of  the  office  under  a  particular  election  or  appointment,  or  is 
synonymous  with  the  full  term  of  the  office  created  by  art.  YII, 
Is  not  so  free  from  doubt  as  not  to  be  open  to  solution  by  Judi- 
cial construction. 

5.  The  language  "his  term  of  office"  in  the  constitutional  provision 

creating  legislative  disability  to  change  the  compensation  of 
public  officers  under  some  circumstances,  is  ambiguous. 
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6.  The  language  may,  as  an  original  proposition,  be  regarded  as 

treating  with  the  term  of  office  created  by  art  VII  or  any  par- 
ticular Incumbency,  whether  of  a  full  term  or  part  of  a  term. 

7.  In  case  of  an  ambiguous  law  being  executed  by  administrative 

officers  as  having  a  particular  meaning  which  Is  reasonable, 
such  practical  construction  is  entitled  to  more  or  less  weight, 
according  to  circumstances,  in  determining  the  intent  of  the 
awmakers. 

8.  In  case  of  such  practical  construction  obtaining  uninterruptedly 

for  a  very  long  period,  particularly  so  long  as  fifty  years,  it  is 
entitled  to  controlling  weight  in  determining  the  intent  of  the 
.awmakers. 

(Syllabus  by  MarshAIx,  J.] 

TiMUN,  J.,  concurring,  is  of  the  opinion  that  sec.  26,  art  IV, 
Const,  relates  to  the  ofUcer,  not  to  the  office,  and  to  liia  term, 
not  to  the  term;  and  that  the  true  interpretation  of  the  section 
is  that  he  who  comes  into  an  office  lawfully  by  election  or  ap- 
pointment to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  death,  disability, 
resignation,  or  removal  of  a  different  prior  incumbent  is  not 
under  the  restrictions  as  to  increase  or  diminution  of  salary 
which  bound  the  prior  Incumbent,  but  takes  under  the  law  in 
force  at  the  time  of  his  appointment  or  election  to  fill  the 
vacancy. 

Application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  secre- 
tary of  state  to  issue  his  warrant  to  the  state  treasurer  in  fa- 
vor of  the  relator,  Hon.  JR.  M.  Bashford,  for  $500  as  balance 
of  his  salary  as  justice  of  the  supreme  court  for  the  period 
•from  January  1,  1908,  to  July  1,  1908.     Granted^ 

Hon.  John  B.  Cassoday,  pursuant  to  election  and  qualifi- 
cation, entered  upon  a  full  term  of  ten  years  as  justice  of  this 
court  on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  1900.  The  salary 
fixed  by  law  for  a  justice  of  such  court  was  $5,000  per  year, 
payable  quarterly  in  advance.  The  office  became  vacant  by 
his  death,  prior  to  January  4,  1908.  In  the  meantime  tho 
salary  was  increased  to  $6,000,  payable  as  before.  On  such 
date  Hon.  JR.  M.  Bashford  was  duly  appointed  to  fill  the  office 
made  vacant  as  aforesaid,  such  appointment  pursuant  to  sec. 
9,  art.  VII,  of  the  state  constitution,  to  continue  until  the 
election  and  qualification  of  a  successor  of  the  deceased  jus- 
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tice.  A  successoT  so  elected  and  qualified  duly  assumed  the 
duties  of  the  office  July  1,  1908.  In  the  meantime  the  sec- 
retary of  state  issued  warrants  to  said  Bashford  -a^regating 
$2,500,  beitig  the  amount  the  deceased  justice  would  have 
been  entitled  to  had  he  lived  and  continued  his  incumbency, 
refusing  to  issue  warrants  to  said  Bashford  ior  a  half  year's 
salary  at  the  rate  of  $6,000  per  year,  which  he  claimed  was 
his  due.  He  accepted  the  warrants  without  prejudice  to  his 
right  to  the  additional  $500.  The  secretary  refused  to  rec- 
ognize such  claim  upon  the  ground  that  the  prohibition  con- 
tained in  sec.  26,  art.  IV,  of  the  state  coni^tution  as  regards 
any  increase  of  a  state  officer^s  salary  "during  his  term  of  of- 
fice" relates  to  the  full  term  created  by  the  constitution,  or 
other  written  law,  and  not  the  particfular  paft  Aei'eof  during 
which  it  may  be  filled  by  an  incumbent,  btit  covers  all  parts 
as  a  unit,  and  that  sec.  1,  ch.  414,  Laws  of  1901,  whereby  the 
salai-y  incident  was  changed  to  $6,000  with  a  provision  that 
it  should  not  apply  to  the  remainder  of  the  terms  of  justices 
then  in  office,  had  reference  to  the  regular  terms  of  office,  not 
to  particular  persons  filling  the  offices  for  particular  periods. 
Upon  a  motion  by  the  defendant  to  quash  the  alternative 
writ  there  was  a  brief  for  the  petitioner  signed  by  John  A. 
Aylward  and  R,  M.  Bashford  in  pro.  per.,  and  briefs  for  the 
defendant  by  the  Attorney  General  and  BvsseU  Jackson,  dep- 
uty attorney  general. 

Marshall,  J.  This  application  presents  a  very  interest^ 
ing  and  somewhat  grave  question.  In  all,  or  most,  written 
constitutions,  provision  is  made  against  changing  an  officer's 
salary  during  his  term  of  office. 

The  temptation,  which  competency  of  the  legislature  to 
change  salaries  of  officers  during  terms  of  office  would  hold 
out  for  it  to  do  so,  for  bad  as  well  as  for  worthy  purposes,  and 
for  executives  to  manipulate  such  a  situation  to  serve  either 
purpose,  or  to  favor  one  officer  above  another,  or  officers  to- 
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scheme  for  l!heir  own  peciiniary  aggrandizement, — ^has  been 
snpposed  to  be  bo  firanght  with  danger,  interfering  with  that 
high  standard  of  oflBcial  life  requisite  to  the  best  public  serv- 
ice, that  in  the  fundamental  laws,  generally,  absolute  disabil- 
ity of  the  lawmaking  power  to  change  the  status  of  the  salary 
of  an  officer  after  the  commencement  of  the  term  for  which 
he  was  elected,  as  it  is  sometimes  phrased,  or  during  his  term 
of  office,  as  it  is  likewise  phrased,  is  found. 

The  general  trend  of  authority  is  this  way.  The  constitu- 
tion or  other  written  law  creates  the  office  and  fixes  the  term 
thereof  and  gives  thereto  the  incident  of  a  specific  salary. 
The  office,  the  term,  and  the  incident  may  exist  for  any  period 
of  time  without  the  office  being. filled  or  without  there  being 
any  method  provided  for  fiUing  it.  Upon  such  method  being 
provided  and  the  office  being  filled  the  incumbent  takes  it 
with  its  fixed  term  and  incident.  If  he  goes  out  during  such 
term  and  another  steps  in  the  latter  does  not  take  a  new  term 
but  takes  a  part  of  the  same  term  prior  thereto  enjoyed  by 
his  predecessor.  The  term  continues  during  its  fixed  period 
with  its  incident  for  such  period  regardless  of  how  many  in- 
cumbents there  may  be,  each  succeeding  the  other.  Where 
another  incumbent  goes  in  at  the  commencement  of  the  full 
term  prescribed  by  law,  such  full  term  becomes  his  term, 
within  the  meaning  of  language  in  the  fundamental  law  pro- 
hibiting any  change  in  an  officer's  salary  during  his  term  of 
office,  and  in  case  of  his  going  out  during  such  term  and  be- 
ing succeeded  by  another  such  other  succeeds  to  the  same  term 
as  that  held  by  his  predecessor,  so  that,  during  his  incum- 
bency, the  full  term,  so  far  as  not  yet  run,  becomes  his  term 
in  the  constitutional  sense. 

That  has  been  supposed  by  courts  which  have  dealt  with 
the  matter  to  be  the  proper  construction  to  be  placed  upon  a 
constitutional  provision  similar  to  ours,  in  view  of  the  logic 
of  the  situation,  regardless  of  whether  the  language  of  the 
constitution  prohibits  a  change  of  salary  of  an  officer  "dur- 
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ing  his  term  of  office"  (Larew  v.  Newman,  81  CaL  588,  23 
Pac.  227;  Storke  v.  Ooux,  129  CaL  626,  62  Pac.  68);  or 
"during  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected"  {Harrison  v.  Coir 
gan,  148  CaL  69,  82  Pac.  674) ;  or  "the  time  for  which  he 
was  elected"  (Oaines  v.  Horrigan,  4  Lea  (72  Tenn.)  608). 

Those  decisions  cited  by  counsel,  as  weU  as  People  ex  reL 
BentUy  v.  Le  Fevre,  21  Colo,  218,  229,  40  Pac.  882;  Simp- 
son V.  Willard,  14  S.  C.  191 ;  Jameson  v.  Hudson,  82  Va. 
279 ;  State  ex  ret.  v.  Schmidt,  14  Mo.  App.  689,  being  all  the 
cases  of  moment  on  either  side,  except  one  hereafter  noticed, 
are  to  the  effect  that  the  term  of  office  fixed  by  law,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  some  clear  indication  to  the  contrary,  is  a  unit;  that 
the  incident  thereto  is  as  unvariable  as  the  term,  and  that  one 
who  comes  in  to  fill  a  vacancy  does  not  take  a  new  term  but 
merely  takes  up  the  work  of  the  old  term  with  its  duties  and 
its  incidents.  The  industry  of  counsel  has  resulted  in  plac- 
ing before  us  all  the  authorities  extant,  bearing  helpfully  on 
the  question.  None  of  them  go  back  within  many  years  of 
the  time  when  the  administrative  officers  of  this  state,  with- 
out judicial  guidance,  took  a  stand  in  regard  to  the  matter. 

The  petitioner  cites  Bamum'v.  Oilman,  27  Minn.  466,  8 
N.  W.  375,  as  holding  contrary  to  the  foregoing,  and  that 
the  words  "term  of  office  for  which  he  is  elected"  in  the  Min- 
nesota constitutional  prohibition  against  a  senator  or  repre- 
sentative holding  any  office  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  or  the  state,  with  certain  exceptions,  "during  the  term 
for  which  he  was  elected,"  mean  during  the  term  of  his  in- 
cumbency; that  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected  is  synony- 
mous with  "his  term  of  office,"  which  means  during  his  in- 
cumbency of  the  office;  that  during  one  full  term  of  office 
there  may  be  several  successive  incumbents,  each  having  a 
fraction  of  a  full  term,  and  in  that  situation  have  a  term  of 
office  which  as  to  him  is  his  term  of  office. 

That  logic  is  diametrically  opposed  to  the  other  cases  cited 
and  would  go  far  to  sustain  the  petitioner's  petition,  if  the 
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court  which  adopted  it  had  adhered  to  its  decision.  It  had  the 
support  of  a  long  line  of  opinions  of  the  state's  highest  legal 
adviser,  but  when  the  court  came  to  face  the  situation  created 
by  such  decision,  reinforced  by  sucH  legal  opinions,  fifteen 
years  later,  it  overruled  it,  adopting,  without  qualification, 
the  same  logic  and  arriving  at  the  same  condusion  as  courts 
had  before  and  have  since,  to  which  we  have  referred. 

In  view  of  the  result  reached,  it  is  useless  to  spend  further 
time  in  the  discussion  of  authorities.  So  much  as  has  been 
said  seemed  to  be  required  to  show  that  the  authorities,  up(m 
which  the  learned  attorney  general  and  the  petitioner  rely, 
have  not  been  overlooked  or  misunderstood.  It  seemed  to  be 
especially  due  to  the  attorney  general  and  the  secretary  of 
state,  as  a  vindication  from  any  suspicion  of  capricious  ob- 
struction of  the  petitioner's  efforts  to  obtain  from  the  state 
treasury  what  he  conscientiously  believed  to  be  his  due. 

In  view  of  the  trend  of  authority  as  we  have  fairly,  it  is 
thought,  indicated  it  to  be,  they  may  well  have  had  very  seri- 
ous doubts  as  to  whether  the  petitioner's  claim  was  valid,  and, 
having  such  doubts,  they  exhibited  a  most  commendable  fidel- 
ity to  their  high  oflScial  duty  to  guard  the  public  funds  by  re- 
solving that  doubt  in  favor  of  the  state  and  leaving  the  result 
to  be  dealt  with  by  this  court.  If  the  result  shall  be  that  such 
doubt,  under  all  the  circumstances,  in  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  should  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  petitioner,  it  will  not 
take  even  a  jot  from  their  credit  in  the  matter. 

Our  constitution  at  sec.  1  [4],  art.  VII,  creates  the  office 
of  justice  of  the  supreme  court  and  the  term  of  office.  It  left 
1;he  legislature,  as  the  instrumentality  to  attach  thereto  the 
salary  incident,  entirely  untrammeled,  except  by  sec.  10,  art. 
VII,  commanding  that  each  of  the  incumbents  "shall  receive 
a  salary,  payable  quarterly,  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars  annually,"  and  no  other  compensation  what- 
ever. The  same  section  deals  with  the  term  of  office  created  by 
the  previous  section  referred  to  by  providing  that  an  incum- 
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l)ent  "shall  hold  no  office  of  public  trust,  except  a  judicial  of- 
fice, during  the  term  for  which  he  is  elected"  and  all  votes  cast 
for  him  by  the  people  or  the  legislature  duxing  such  period 
except  as  aforesaid  "shall  be  void."  Here  we  have  the  office, 
the  term  of  office,  the  incident  of  offipe,  to  wit,  the  salary  and 
the  exclusion  from  every  field  of  official  life  outside  of  the 
judicial  field  during  such  term,  to  wit,  the  elective  term.  All 
that,  is  in  the  article  especially  devoted  to  the  judiciary. 

Turning  now  to  art.  IV,  devoted  to  the  legislature  and  its 
powers,  we  find  that  it  creates  an  absolute  disability  of  the 
lawmaking  body  to  cha^age,  in  any  way,  either  by  increasing 
or  decreasing,  any  public  officer's  compensation  "during  his 
term  of  office."  There  is  no  prohibition  in  those  parts  of  the 
constitution  dealing  with  the  different  classes  of  state  officials 
or  their  terms  of  office  on  the  subject  of  increase  or  decrease  of 
compensation,  as  .in  the  other  states  to  which  we  have  re- 
ferred. For  instance,  in  California  the  prohibition,  as  to  mu- 
nicipal officers,  is  in  that  part  of  the  constitution  relating  to 
the  offices.  The  same  is  true  with  reference  to  county  officers 
and  likewise  with  reference  to  judges  of  the  courts  and  so 
with  reference  to  offices  commonly  denominated  state  offices: 
governor,  secretary  of  state,  state  treasurer,  and  the  like. 
There  is  nothing  on  the  subject  in  the  chapter  relating  to  legis- 
lative powers.    The  same  is  true  in  Tennessee. 

We  mention  the  last  foregoing  for  what  it  is  worth.  It  is 
not  entirely  without  significance  on  the  subject  of  whether  the 
words,  'Tiis  term  of  office,"  in  the  clause  relating  to  legisla- 
tive powers,  means  term  of  office  created,  as  indicated  in  the 
article  on  the  judiciary,  or  "during  the  term  for  which  they 
are  respectively  elected,"  in  sec  10  of  the  same  article.  If  the 
section  which  relates  to  the  salary  contained  a  prohibition  as 
to  increase  or  decrease,  as  in  other  state  constitutions,  there 
would  be  less  difficulty  in  reaching  a  condusion.  As  it  is,  the 
question  presented  is  somewhat  new.  Its  solution  rests  on  the 
limitation  of  legislative  power,  disassociated  entirely  from 
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tljie  provision  as  to  the  office,  term  of  office,  and  salary  where 
the  term  doubtless  is  disassociated  from  the  incumbexit 

Sec.  9  of  art  VU,  relating  to  filling  vacancies  in  the  office 
•of  justice  of  this  court,  is  closely  associated  with  the  other  fea- 
tures of  art.  VII  and  doubtless  speaks  of  term  of  office  in  the 
same  sense  as  such  features.  It  provides  that  in  case  of  va- 
cancy it  shall  be  filled  by  appointment  by  the  governor,  which 
shall  continue  until  a  successor  is  elected  and  qualified,  and 
such  successor  shall  hold  his  office  the  residue  of  the  imex- 
pired  term,  thus  recognizing  the  unity  of  the  term,  part  last- 
ing during  the  incumbency  of  the  person  taking  the  office  by 
election  at  the  start,  part  during  the  incumbency  of  the  ap- 
pointee, and  part,  "the  residue  of  the  imexpired  term,"  during 
the  incumbency  of  the  second  person  elected. 

It  seems  quite  singular,  if  the  plan  of  the  constitution 
makers  were  to  apply  the  idea  of  unity  to  the  salary,  coincid- 
ing with  unity  of  term  under  art  VII,  that  a  prohibition  ajs  to 
change  in  the  salary  incident  to  the  office  being  made  during  a 
pending  term,  was  not  incorporated  in  sec.  10,  the  appropriate 
place  as  an  original  matter  and  according  to  constitutions 
generally  then  existing  and  constitutions  since  framed  for 
other  states.  The  constitution  of  Michigan  was  used  as  one 
of  the  models  worthy  to  be  followed.  The  particular  feature 
under  discussion  was  incorporated  therein  at  the  point  where 
•one  would  expect  to  find  it,  if  the  salary  for  the  full  term  was 
intended  to  correspond  thereto  as  to  imity.  Why  was  it 
dropped  out  by  the  framers  of  our  constitution,  they  content- 
ing themselves  with  placing  a  limitation  upon  legislative 
power,  in  the  article  on  that  subject,  to  change  the  "compensa- 
tion of  any  public  officer  during  his  term  of  office,"  using  lan- 
guage, as  will  be  seen,  quite  appropriate  to  the  idea  that  the 
particular  time  o|  the  particular  offiKjeir's  incumbency  of  the 
office  should  bo  regarded,  at  that  point,  as  "his  term  of  office" 
instead  of  the  full  term  dealt  with  from  first  to  last  in  art. 
VII? 
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Now  at  this  late  day,  for  the  first  time,  the  court  is  chal- 
lenged for  a  judicial  answer  to  the  question  of  whether  the  pe- 
culiarity above  mentioned,  eflSciently,  evinces  a  purpose  ta 
deal  with  a  mere  period  of  incumbency  in  art.  IV  while 
plainly  dealing  with  the  office,  and  term  of  office,  as  a  unity,, 
disassociated  from  the  personal  element^  in  art  VII.  It  is- 
somewhat  unfortunate  that  it  has  been  so  left;  that  after  the 
lapse  of  more  than  half  a  century,  during  which  many  of  the 
honored  members  of  this  court  were  compensated  for  their 
sei-vices  upon  the  theory  that  the  term  mentioned  in  art.  VII 
is  not,  necessarily,  that  mentioned  in  art.  IV,  and  in  excess  of 
what  they  would  otherwise  have  received,  and  after  most  of 
the  justices,  so  affected,  are  only  with  us  in  memory,  in  his- 
tory and  the  records, — ^we  must  take  up  the  question  of 
whether  they  were  rightly  so  compensated  or  not  We  ap- 
proach the  question,  notwithstanding  such  situation,  entirely 
unconscious  of  bias,  one  way  or  the  other,  hoping  to  decide  the 
same  upon  the  high  plane  of  judicial  impartiality. 

If  we  had  to  deal  with  the  matter  from  the  standpoint  of 
1857,  or  thereabouts,  we  might  not  be  able  to  discover,  satis- 
factorily, that  a  prohibition,  such  as  is  found  in  other  consti- 
tutions, associated  with  the  creation  of  the  office  and  of  the^ 
term  of  office  and  providing  for  its  incident  of  salary,  bore 
primarily  on  the  competency  of  the  officer  to  take  an  in- 
creased salary,  more  clearly  than  on  the  competency  of  the- 
lawmaking  power  to  provide  for  it ;  or  that,  whether  the  pro- 
hibition be  so  located  or  as  we  find  it  in  art.  IV  of  our  con- 
stitution, it  would  not  be  a  limitation  of  legislative  power^ 
primarily. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  conditions  hereafter  noted  it  would  be 
very  difficult  to  escape  from  the  logic  of  the  decisions  else- 
where to  which  we  have  referred.  Except  for  the  peculiarity 
mentioned  the  situations  harmonize  in  opposition  to  the  peti- 
tion. 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  meaning 
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of  '*his  term  of  office'*  in  art.  IV  of  the  constitution  is  far 
from  being  free  from  ambiguity.  Even  if  it  were  used  in  aa 
appropriate  section  in  art  VII,  dealing  with  the  office  of  jus- 
tice of  this  court,  the  term  of  office,  and  the  compensation,  it 
would  still  be,  as  an  original  matter,  far  from  being  free  from 
obscurity.  That  is  well  illustrated  by  the  decisions  of  the  dif- 
ferent courts  which  have  defined  it,  only  by  resort  to  rules 
for  judicial  construction.  It  will  be  seen  by  an  examination 
of  the  decisions  to  which  we  have  specially  referred  that  in 
every  one  of  them  the  term  under  discussion,  or  some  similar 
term,  was  treated  as  involving  obscurity  of  meaning.  So  far 
as  the  uncertainty  in  the  present  case  exists,  by  reason  of  the 
location  of  the  vital  words  in  art.  IV  instead  of  in  art.  VII, 
obscurity  is  lessened  in  favor  of  the  petitioner.  If  one  could 
entirely  shut  his  eyes  to  the  features  of  art.  VII  to  which  we 
have  alluded,  the  words  "compensation  of  any  public  officer 
during  his  term  of  office"  might  be  held  to  unambiguously  re- 
fer to  the  period  of  incumbency  as  the  term  of  office  of  the 
incumbent.  If  there  was  a  shadow  of  ambiguity,  it  might  be 
dispelled  by  the  light  of  the  conditions  the  constitution  makers 
were  dealing  with.  There  was  a  young  but  rapidly  growing 
community.  Offices,  and  terms  of  office  of  considerable 
length,  had  been  provided  for,  or  were  in  contemplation,  with 
salary  incidents  so  very  meager  that  it  could  not  have  been 
thought,  in  some  cases,  the  grade  of  service  appropriate  to  the 
situations  could  be  secured  beyond  a  brief  pioneer  period. 
That  is  strikingly  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  the  salary  of  a 
justice  of  this  court  was,  at  first,  only  $1,500,  while  the  term 
of  office  was  fixed  at  six  years. 

When  it  is  conceded,  as  it  must  be,  on  the  most  favorable 
view  for  respondent,  that  the  situation  involves  uncertainty,  it 
admits  that  practical  construction,  so  far  as  the  same  has  been 
given  to  the  matter,  is  entitled  to  considerable  weight,  espe- 
cially since  it  has  covered  a  period  of  over  fifty  years  without 

interruption,  as  we  shall  see.    So  we  will  review  the  situation 
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in  that  regard,  not  stopping  to  discuss  the  competency  of  prac- 
tical construction  of  a  law,  in  aid  of  discovering  the  intent 
thereof,  where  such  intent  is  involved  in  obscurity.  The  law 
in  that  regard  is  elementary. 

By  ch.  102,  Laws  of  1857,  the  salary  of  a  justice  of  dais 
court  or  a  circuit  judge  was  increased  from  $1,500  to  $2,500, 
payable  quarterly,  in  the  manner  then  payable,  the  same  to 
apply  to  any  justice  thereafter  elected  or  appointed,  but  not  to 
be  construed  so  as  to  increase  the  compensation  of  any  circuit 
judge  then  in  office  ^'during  his  term  of  office.'*  It  wiU  be  in- 
teresting to  note  that  the  only  subject  mentioned  in  the  title  of 
the  act  is,  salaries  of  the  judges  of  the  circuit  courts,  and  that 
the  declaration  against  construction  so  as  to  enhance  the  com- 
pensation of  officers  in  service  during  their  terms  did  not  ap- 
ply to  justices  of  the  supreme  court  That  suggests  legisla- 
tive intention,  so  far  as  competency  existed,  to  increase  the 
compensatory  incidents  of  such  offices  as  to  incumbents  com- 
ing in  after  the  passage  of  the  act  by  appointment  or  election 
to  fill  out  a  pending  term  under  art.  VII  of  the  constitution. 
That  is,  that  the  legislature  had  in  mind  the  idea  that  the 
term  of  office  in  such  article  was  something  different  from  the 
term  of  office  of  any  public  officer  under  sec  26,  art.  IV. 
Without  such  idea  no  reason  could  weU  be  assigned  for  the 
legislative  purpose  indicated. 

Under  the  law  aforesaid,  till  the  decision  in  State  ex  rel. 
Crawford  v.  Hastings,  10  Wis.  525,  made  in  the  early  part  of 
1860,  there  was  some  uncertainty,  after  the  passage  of  ch.  41, 
Laws  of  1854,  seemingly,  changing  the  time  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  of  office  of  a  justice  of  this  court  from 
June  1st  after  the  election  till  the  first  Monday  of  January 
after  such  election,  as  regards  whether  such  change  was  ef- 
fected or  not.  Justice  Cole  and  Chief  Justice  Dixon  at  the 
outset  concluded  that  such  change  was  effected,  while  later 
the  chief  justice  joined  with  Justice  Paiwb  in  a  contrary  de- 
cision.    During  the  period   of  uncertainty   Chief  Justice 
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Whiton  was  re-elected,  and  evidently  supposed  that  the  term 
for  which  he  was  first  elected,  which  by  the  law  then  in  force 
continued  till  May  31, 1857,  or  until  his  successor  was  elected 
and  qualified,  covered  the  interim  between  that  date  and  the 
commencement  of  the  new  term  under  the  change  in  the  stat- 
utes, but  that  such  interim  period  might  be  a  new  term  under 
sec.  26,  art.  IV,  instead  of  a  part  of  the  whole  term.  If 
"term"  under  art.  VII  of  the  constitution  was  identical  with 
"term"  mentioned  in  art  IV,  then  the  salary  incident  might 
be  governed  by  the  law  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1857. 
If  the  appointment  was  for  a  new  term  intervening  between 
the  termination  of  the  old  and  the  commencement  of  the  new 
one ;  if  the  interim  was  to  be  considered  as  a  period  to  which 
he  was  appointed  by  force  of  law,  then  it  might  be  that  the 
increased  compensation  provided  by  the  act  of  1857  applied  tX) 
it,  and  it  might  be  that  such  situation  was  the  very  thing  the 
legislature  had  in  mind  in  the  peculiarity  'of  the  legisla- 
tion before  mentioned.  Let  that  be  as  it  may,  as  the  rec- 
ord shows,  the  chief  justice  took  advice  of  his  associates  in 
service.  Justices  Cole  and  Smith,  All  concurring,  they  ad- 
vised, unofficially,  the  secretary  of  state.  Thereupon,  and 
perhaps,  as  is  most  probable,  upon  advice  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral, he  ruled  that  while  the  interim  period  was,  in  one  sense, 
a  part  of  a  term  added,  by  force  of  law,  it  was  a  separate  pe- 
riod or  term  of  office  as  regards  sec.  26,  art  IV,  which  the 
legislature  probably  had  in  contemplation,  and  accordingly  a 
warrant  was  issued  to  him  for  the  increased  pay  provided  by 
the  act  of  1857. 

Later  Justice  Paine  was  elected  to  succeed  Justice  Smith, 
whose  term  of  office,  according  to  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the 
time  of  his  election,  expired  May  81,  1859,  while  the  new 
election  was  for  a  term  commencing,  as  was  supposed  by  some, 
January  1, 1860,  and  by  others  as  not  so  commencing,  Justice 
Paine  being  of  the  latter  view.  With  that  uncertainty  exist- 
ing it  was  solved  by  Justice  Smith  resigning  and  Justice 
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Paine  being  appointed  to  the  place  to  serve  until  the  succeed- 
ing January  l8t  by  such  appointment^  and  its  being  so  ar- 
ranged tliat  he  would  fit  into  the  place  regardless  of  the  out- 
come of  the  mooted  question.  For  this  appointive  period  the 
secretary  of  state,  as  state  auditing  <^cer,  ruled  that  the  sal- 
ary incident  was  regulated  by  the  act  of  1857,  and  issued  to 
Justice  Paixe  salary  warrants  for  the  period  commencing 
June  1,  1859,  and  ending  January  1,  1860,  so  as  to  comply 
with  the  law  whether  such  period  were  considered  a  term  of 
office  within  the  meaning  of  sec  26  aforesaid,  or  part  of  a  full 
term  commencing  June  Ist  aforesaid  under  art  VII  of  the 
constitution. 

By  ch.  33,  Laws  of  1867,  the  salary  incident  to  the  office  of 
justice  of  this  court  was  again  dianged  from  $2,500  to  $3,500 
and  to  apply  to  justices  '^hereafter  elected  or  appointed.'* 
The  act  took  effect  March  26,  1867.  Public  desire  to  retain 
the  valuable  seVvices  of  Chief  Justice  Dixon,  whose  term  was 
drawing  to  a  close,  doubtless  influenced  this  legislation.  The 
history  of  the  times  so  tells  us.  The  election  was  to  oome, 
regularly,  in  April,  1869,  leaving  quite  a  period  with  the  sal- 
ary incident  at  the  low  point.  It  was  supposed  by  the  gov- 
ernor, the  chief  justice,  and,  evidently,  his  associates,  Justices 
Cole  and  Paine,  that  in  case  of  his  resignation  and  reap- 
pointment to  fill  out  the  pending  term  as  an  appointee,  he 
would  have  a  new  incumbency  under  sec  26,  art  IV,  afore- 
said and  be  within  the  letter  of  the  salary  increase  act.  Such, 
as  we  have  seen,  had  been  the  prevailing  idea  for  now  over 
ten  years.  That  course  was  taken  for  the  manifest  pur- 
pose— which  all  parties  concerned,  directly  or  indirectly,  the 
governor,  the  attorney  general,  all  the  justices  of  liiis  court 
as  individuals,  the  state  tiieasurer,  and  the  secretary  of  state, 
who  necessarily  ruled  on  the  question  in  issuing  the  warrant 
which  the  chief  justice  received— of  affording  him  the  salary 
increase  designed,  which  was  supposed  to  be  necessary  in  or- 
der to  retain  his  services,  and  which  was  universally  thought 
he  might  rightfully  receive. 
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After  the  increase  of  salary  by  the  law  of  1867,  Justice 
DowNEB,  who  succeeded  Justice  Paine  upon  his  retirement 
in  1864:  to  enter  the  army,  resigned  and  was  succeeded,  Sep- 
tember 11,  1867,  by  return  of  Justice  Paine,  by  guberna- 
torial appointment,  to  fill  the  place  till  it  could  be  filled  by 
election  the  succeeding  spring.  In  due  time  it  was  so  filled 
by  election  of  Justice  Paine,  In  the  meantime,  by  ch,  145, 
Laws  of  1868,  the  salary  was  changed  from  $3,500  to  $4,000, 
to  apply,  as  before,  to  justices  thereafter  elected  or  appointed. 
In  January,  1871,  Justice  Paine  died  and  Judge  William 
P,  Lyon,  by  appointment,  succeeded  to  fill  the  vacancy  till  it 
could  be  provided  for  by  election  the  succeeding  spring,  which 
was  done,  Justice  Lton  being  elected,  and  at  the  same  time 
being  chosen  for  a  full  term.  Here  then  we  have  four  sepa- 
rate periods  of  incumbency  during  the  term  for  which  Justice 
DowNEB  was  elected  and  as  to  which  period,  respecting  his 
term  of  oflSce  under  art.  VII  aforesaid,  "the  salary  incident 
was  $2,500  per  year.  For  two  of  the  periods  the  office  was 
filled  by  Justice  Paine,  as  we  have  seen,  one  by  appointment 
and  one  by  election,  while  the  other  two  were  filled  by  Justice 
Lyon.  Each  incumbency  was  regarded,  as  to  the  incumbent, 
as  his  term  of  office  under  sea  26  aforesaid.  Justice  Paine 
receiving  the  increase  of  salary  over  that  received  by  Justice 
DowNEB  of  $1,000  for  the  first  period  and  $1,500  for  the  sec- 
ond period,  and  Justice  Lyon  the  latter  increase  for  each  of 
his  periods.  Justice  Paine's  first  period,  as  will  be  observed, 
preceded  the  transaction  as  to  Chief  Justice  Dixon  before 
mentioned,  and  was  regarded  as  a  safe  precedent  therefor,  in 
view  of  previous  history,  as  will  be  hereafter  seen.  Justice 
Paine's  second  period  and  Justice  Lyon's  two  followed  the 
agitation  created  by  the  transaction  as  to  the  chief  justice  and 
was  doubtless  supposed  to  be  justified,  without  room  for  se- 
rious controversy,  by  the  result  of  such  agitation. 

We  may  well  say,  in  passing,  that  in  the  official  record  as 
promulgated  by  the  secretary  of  state,  from  time  to  time,  in 
the  blue  book,  both  as  to  all  the  periods  we  have  mentioned 
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and  that  of  Eyan,  Chief  Justice,  hereafter  alluded  to,  the 
salaries  of  justices  of  the  supreme  court  are  specified,  in  har- 
mony Tvith  the  construction  of  the  fundamental  law,  by  those 
who  had  to  do  with  the  matter,  as  indicated. 

The  action  of  Chief  Justice  Dixon  challenged  public  at- 
tention, sharply,  to  the  manner  the  constitutional  provisions 
under  discussion  had  been  construed  and  administered.  Some 
claimed  they  had  been  violated.  Such  is  the  history  of  the 
times.  The  next  spring  after  the  particular  occurrence  it  was 
necessary  to  fill  the  place  temporarily  occupied  by  the  ap- 
pointee, by  an  election.  Chief  Justice  Dixon  was  a  candidate 
for  the  vacancy  he  had  created.  Hon.  Charles  Dunn  was  an 
opposing  candidate,  the  issue  largely,  if  not  in  the  main,  being 
whether  the  occurrence  aforesaid  was  proper. 

In  the  situation  stated,  the  jwsition  of  the  chief  justice  and 
his  associates  and  all  others  who  had  been  previously  con- 
cemed  in  administering  the  ambiguous  law,  was  placed  before 
the  people  of  the  state  in  a  carefully  prepared  article,  pub- 
lished in  the  oflScial  state  paper  under  date  of  January  16, 
1868.  By  whose  hand  it  was  prepared  we  have  no  way  of 
knowing,  except  as  we  may  judge  by  the  manner  the  subject 
was  treated.  That  the  article  was  written  with  consummate 
care  and  the  situation  stated  with  the  legal  precision  which 
would  be  expected  of  a  trained  judicial  mind,  is  quite  evi- 
dent That  it,  at  least,  received  the  approval  of  the  chief 
justice  and  his  associates,  there  can  be  little  or  no  doubt. 
Here  is  so  much  of  the  presentation  as  is  particularly  appro- 
priate to  the  full  history  we  are  endeavoring  to  write,  and  ap- 
propriate as  a  vindication  of  the  chief  justice  from  any  criti- 
cism upon  his  course  from  the  standpoint  of  common  judg- 
ment in  1868: 

"The  provision  of  the  constitution  which  is  claimed  to  have 
been  violated,  is  found  in  art.  IV,  sec.  26,  and  is  as  follows: 
'Nor  shall  the  compensation  of  any  public  officer  be  increased 
or  diminished  during  his  term  of  office.'  What  was  the  mean- 
ing and  intention  of  this  provision  ?    Did  it  have  reference  to 
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the  full  term  of  office  only  ?  This  is  not  claimed  by  any  one. 
Thus  it  is  conceded  that  Judge  Paine,  who  was  appointed  in 
the  place  of  Judge  Downeb,  who  had  resigned,  is  entitled  to 
the  increased  salary.  This  is  for  the  reason  that  his  ^term  of 
office'  did  not  commence  until  his  appointment  took  effect  It 
was,  therefore,  a  distinct,  independent  term  of  office  and  not 
identical  with  the  term  of  Judge  Downer,  who  had  resigned. 

''The  term  of  office  which  Judge  Paine  holds  by  appoint- 
ment will  continue  until  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified. 
And  then  his  successor  will  enter  upon  another  term  of  office, 
which  will  be  his  term.  And  if,  before  such  election,  the  sal- 
ary should  be  again  changed,  and  either  increased  or  dimin- 
ished, no  one  will  doubt  that  such  successor  should  be  paid  ao- 
cording  to  the  new  law,  whether  more  or  less  than  the  present 
salary. 

"This  is  because  there  will  be  three  distinct  terms  of  office, 
all  occurring  within  the  full  term,  or  period  of  time  for  which 
Judge  Downeb  was  elected.  First,  his  term,  which  expired 
when  his  resignation  took  effect.  Second,  the  term  of  Judge 
Paine,  which  began  at  his  appointment  and  will  end  when  hia 
successor  is  elected  and  qualified.  And  third,  the  term  of  his 
successor,  who  is  to  be  elected  next  spring, 

''Now  it  being  conceded,  as  it  is  universally,  that  these  con- 
stitute three  distinct  terms  of  office,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  provision  under  consideration,  all  ground  of 
objection  to  the  action  of  Judge  Dixon  fails.  Because  the 
constitution  did  not  prohibit  an  increase  or  diminution  of  the 
salary  at  any  time  during  the  full  term  for  which  he  was 
elected.  On  the  contrary,  it  only  prohibited  it  as  to  him  dur- 
ing the  term  for  which  he  should  hold  by  virtue  of  that  elec- 
tion. But  it  was  in  his  power  to  put  an  end  to  that  term  at 
any  time.  And  who  can  say  that  he  had  not  a  perfect  right  to 
do  so?  He  violated  neither  the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the 
constitution  in  giving  up  his  office.  He  submitted  himself 
again  to  the  appointing  power,  and  will  be  obliged  to  submit 
himself  again  to  the  people  if  he  is  re-elected.  The  governor 
was  not  obliged  to  reappoint  him.  If  there  had  been  any  valid 
objection  against  it — any  fitter  person  to  fill  the  office — ^the 
governor  might  have  appointed  any  other  citizen  as  well,  and 
we  are  bound  to  suppose  that,  in  this  case,  as  in  any  other,  ho 
made  the  appointment  because  he  considered  it  the  best^  and 
in  view  of  the  responsibility  that  rested  upon  him.    But  as  h^ 
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did  reappoint  him,  Judge  Dixon  took  the  office  by  a  new  ten- 
ure and  entered  upon  a  new  term,  precisely  as  any  other  per- 
son would  have  done.  It  was,  therefore,  with  him  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  financial  expediency — it  might  be  said,  with  truth,  of 
financial  necessity.  It  was  a  question  of  whether  he  would 
continue  to  hold  the  office  by  virtue  of  his  election,  at  the  old 
salary,  or  give  it  up  and  take  his  chance  for  a  reappointment 
and  re-election  for  the  sake  of  getting  the  increased  salary. 
The  reasons  which  compelled  and  fully  justified  his  course  are 
notorious.  The  war  had  doubled  the  expense  of  living,  so  that 
the  old  salary  was  inadequate  to  the  support  of  his  family, 
lie  had  spent  a  number  of  the  best  years  of  his  life  in  hard, 
unremitting  toil,  for  this  inadequate  compensation^  and  hav- 
ing exhausted  the  little  surplus  which  he  had  previously  ac- 
quired it  was  a  matter  of  sheer  necessity  with  him  either  to 
give  up  the  office  altogether,  or  to  take  it  by  a  new  tenure  un- 
der which  he  would  receive  the  increased  pay.  Of  his  right  to 
do  this  there  is  no  question.  That  it  was,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  duty  which  he  owed  to  himself  and  his  family,  is 
clear.  Of  course  the  people  are  not  obliged  to  re-elect  him. 
That  was  one  of  the  chances  which  he  took,  and  had  a  right 
to  take.  But  to  refuse  to  re-elect  him  upon  this  ground  would 
furnish  a  signal  illustration  of  that  affected  virtue  which 
strains  at  a  gnat  but  can  swallow  a  camel/' 

Thus  the  matter  was  put  to  the  people,  followed  by  such 
discussions,  as  would  naturally  be  expected,  up  to  the  day  of 
election,  resulting  in  election  of  the  chief  justice  by  a  substan- 
tial majority.  That  set  the  matter  at  rest  for  a  long  time, 
and,  as  was  supposed,  probably,  permanently,  as  indicated  by 
the  fact  that  the  chief  justice  was  re-elected  the  following 
spring  for  a  full  term  of  six  years  without  opposition  and  as 
further  indicated  by  subsequent  history,  as  we  shall  see.  To 
what  extent  the  foregoing  really  vindicates,  as  right,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  resignation  from  office  and  regaining  thereof, 
in  the  manner  indicated,  for  the  manifest  purpose  of  thereby 
obtaining  a  greater  compensation  for  official  services  than  that 
incident  to  the  office  at  the  start^  we  do  not  intend  to  express 
any  opinion. 
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By  ch,  293,  Laws  of  1873,  the  salary  was  raised  to  $5,000, 
payable,  as  before,  to  justices  "hereafter  elected  or  ap- 
pointed," January  1,  1874,  Chief  Justice  Dixon,  whose 
term  was  to  expire  by  law  the  31st  day  of  May,  1875,  re- 
signed, leaving  a  residue  of  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected 
of  some  over  one  year,  Hon.  Edwabd  Q,  Ryan  took  the 
place,  by  appointment,  till  elected  in  the  spring  of  1875  to  fill 
out  the  residue  of  the  term«  Such  election  and  appointment 
were,  in  harmony  with  previous  history  and  within  the  letter 
and  intent  of  the  act  of  1873,  for  an  incumbency,  first  by  ap- 
pointment  and,  subsequently,  by  election :  two  separate  terms 
of  office,  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  26,  art.  IV,  of  the  con- 
stitution, as  the  same  had  been  theretofore  understood,  though 
parts  of  one  entire  term,  contemplated  by  art  VII.  Accord- 
ingly Chief  Justice  Ryan  was  compensated  for  his  services 
according  to  the  act  of  1873,  instead  of  according  to  the  law 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  term  he  was  elected  to 
fiUout 

Later  upon  the  occasion  for  issuance  of  a  warrant  to  Justice 
SiEBBCKEB  for  the  first  quarter  year  of  his  incumbency  by 
appointment  to  fill  the  vacancy  caused  by  the  death  of  Justice 
Babdeen,  opportunity  was  again  presented  to  the  state  audi- 
tor to  pass  upon  the  matter  under  discussion,  the  salary  in- 
cident of  the  office  having  been  changed  during  the  term  for 
which  Justice  Babdben  was  elected,  to  $6,000.  It  appears 
such  auditor  was  uncertain  as  to  whether  the  appointee  was 
entitled  to  the  increase  or  not,  because,  whereas,  on  the  former 
occasion,  the  act  expressly  provided  the  increase  should  be  so 
awarded^  the  new  act  (ch.  138,  Laws  of  1901)  afiforded  the 
increase  only  '^to  justices  thereafter  chosen  and  for  terms  of 
office  thereafter  to  commence,"  expressly  excluding  those  in 
office  as  to  the  remainder  of  their  terms,  that  being  amended 
by  cL  414,  striking  out  the  reference  to  those  thereafter 
ohosen.  Thus  the  question  was  presented  of  whether  an  in- 
cumbency by  appointment  constituted  a  period  denominable 
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as  "a  tenn  of  oflSce"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  as  it  had 
been  treated  theretofore  for  some  forty  years  under  sec.  26  of 
the  constitution  aforesaid.  The  omission  of  the  words  "here- 
after appointed  or  elected/*  found  in  all  previous  acts,  ob- 
viously challenged  special  attention.  The  attorney  general, 
being  applied  to  for  advice  in  the  matter,  gave  his  opinion  to- 
the  auditing  officer  under  date  of  May  13,  1903  (see  Biennial 
Report  and  Opinions,  1904),  to  the  effect  that  the  term  of 
office  mentioned  in  the  act  was  the  constitutional  term  of  ten 
years  of  which  the  appointive  term  formed  a  part^  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  latter  was  expressly  excluded  from  effect  by  the 
salary  increase,  and  further  that  any  legislative  attempt  to 
change  the  salary  incident  of  the  constitutional  term  of  ten 
years,  so  as  to  make  it  applicable  to  increase  the  compensation 
to  an  incumbent  serving  a  part  of  said  term  by  appointment^ 
over  the  compensation  incident  to  the  office  at  the  commence- 
ment of  such  term,  would  be  unconstitutionaL  Whether  the 
learned  attorney  general  was  familiar  with  the  history  we 
have  given,  does  not  appear.  We  may  well  presume,  from  the 
fact  that  no  reference  is  made  to  it  in  his  opinion,  that  he  was 
not.  If  so,  we  may  well  conclude  that,  in  the  light  of  such 
history,  a  different  opinion  might  have  been  given. 

Kelying  on  that  opinion,  the  auditing  officer  ruled  against 
Justice  Siebeckeb's  application.  Later,  as  appears,  and 
whether  by  further  advice  of  the  attorney  general's  office  does 
not  appear — ^but  the  presumption  would  be  that  new  light  had 
been  shed  on  the  matter  which  cast  grave  doubts  upon  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  opinion  in  the  mind  of  the  law  officer, — ^the 
auditing  officer  reversed  his  ruling  and  issued  to  Justice  Sie- 
BECKEE  a  warrant  for  the  increased  salary,  which  had  for  a 
considerable  length  of  time  been  retained. 

It  does  not  seem  that  the  change  in  ch.  138,  Laws  of  1901, 
by  ch.  414,  had  any  significance,  except  to  cut  off  opportunity 
to  resign  and  regain  the  place  by  appointment,  as  Chief  Jus- 
tice Dixon  did,  and  thereby  a  person  in  service  at  the  time  of 
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the  passage  of  the  act  obtain  the  benefit  thereof.  That  is  sug^ 
gested  by  the  two  elements,  "justices  hereafter  to  be  chosen" 
and  "for  terms  hereafter  to  commence/'  in  conjunction.  The 
words  "term  of  office/'  as  regards  changes  in  salary,  had  by 
long  usage  and  many  rulings,  as  we  have  seen,  come  to  mean,, 
under  sec.  26,  art  IV,  of  the  constitution,  the  period  of  in- 
cumbency whether  for  a  full  term  or  a  fraction  thereof.  It 
is  fair  to  presume  that  it  was  used  by  the  legislature  in  such 
sense,  no  other  having  obtained  here  during  the  life  of  our 
constitution.  That  such  was  the  case,  is  persuasively  shown 
by  the  fact  that,  following  the  restriction  of  the  act  to  "terms 
of  office  thereafter  to  commence,''  the  act,  ex  indiLstria,  pro- 
vided that  justices  •  •  .  "now  in  office  shall  be  paid  during 
the  remainder  of  their  terms"  the  same  salaries  as  theretof  ore,. 
thus  xmnecessarily  giving  significance  to  the  personal  element^ 
except  to  emphasize  the  idea  that  the  term  previously  spoken 
of  was  the  term  of  incumbency.  That  construction  harmon- 
izes with  the  whole  history  of  the  subject  from  the  formation 
of  the  constitution,  and  is  certainly  reasonable,  if  not  inevi- 
table, if  we  concede  that  "his  term  of  office,"  as  used  in  sec. 
26,  art  IV,  has  reference  to  the  personal  element,  primarily,, 
instead  of  to  the  "term,"  primarily,  being  disassociated  from 
such  personal  element,  as  in  art  VIL 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  view  which  has  so 
long  prevailed,  which  commenced,  so  far  as  discovered,  with 
Chief  Justice  Whiton,  one  of  the  dominating  personalities 
framing  the  constitution,  seconded  by  Justice  Cole,  also  one- 
of  such  f ramers,  and  has  been  the  guide  for  many  legislatures^ 
justices  of  this  court,  and  all  state  officers  having  to  do  with 
the  matter,  without  any  disturbance  whatever  till  a  question 
was  raised,  as  we  have  indicated,  under  the  peculiar  wordings 
of  the  law  of  1901,  should  continue  to  be  the  guide ;  that  such 
constructian  of  sec.  26,  art  IV,  is  permissible,  if  not  plainly 
required,  and  that  after  so  long  and  so  harmonious  submission 
to  such  construction,  it  should  be  regarded  as  the  correct  one. 
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Afi  we  have  progressed  in  an  endeavor  to  voice,  logically,  the 
court's  opinion,  reluctance,  at  first,  to  yield  thereto  lessened  as 
the  pages  of  history  unfolded  and  now  is  entirely  displaced. 
As  an  original  matter,  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  term  of 
office  spoken  of  in  art  VII  is  the  term  of  office  spoken  of  in 
art  IV,  and  that  it  is  a  unit  as  regards  the  salary  incident, 
though  we  must  freely  confess  ambiguity  in  the  situation  and 
reasonableness  of  the  other  view,  which  we  conclude,  in  face 
of  the  uniform  past,  on  principle,  ought  to  be  followed.  For 
years  after  the  constitution  was  adopted  there  were  Ao  aids 
in  the  books  to  its  construction  in  respect  to  the  question  un- 
der discussion.  If  those  who  had  early  to  do  with  the  matter 
had  had  the  benefit  of  the  judicial  reasoning  on  like  provi- 
sions, which  was  postponed  for  some  twenty  years,  a  different 
conclusion  might  have  been  reached. 

It  requires  a  very  clear  case  to  justify  changing  the  con- 
struction of  a  law,  conceded  to  be  somewhat  involved,  which 
has  been  uninterruptedly  acquiesced  in  for  so  long  a  period  as 
fifty  years.  It  is  firmly  the  opinion  of  the  court,  for  reasons 
we  have  endeavored  to  state  with  the  fulness  the  importance 
of  the  case  demands,  that  a  situation  justifying  a  change  does 
not  exist  as  to  the  matter  in  question. 

We  should  say,  in  passing,  that  amendments  were  proposed 
in  the  constitutional  convention  placing  the  usual  restrictions 
upon  changing  the  salary  of  a  justice  of  this  court,  in  an  ap- 
propriate section  in  the  article  on  the  judiciary,  but  it  was  not 
done,  as  we  have  seen. 

So  the  conclusion  is  that  the  judicial  term  mentioned  in 
art.  VII  of  the  constitution  has  regard,  primarily,  to  the  office, 
disassociated  from  the  occupant  of  it ;  in  other  words,  it  con- 
templates unity,  so  that  several  incumbents  during  the  term 
take  mere  parts  of  an  entirety;  that  "his  term  of  office,"  as 
used  in  sec  26,  art  IV,  of  the  constitution,  has  regard,  pri- 
marily, to  the  personal  element,  the  incumbent  of  the  office; 
contemplates  liie  period  of  incumbency,  whether  of  a  whole 
term,  or  a  part  of  the  entirety,  under  art  VII.     As  to  the 
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particular  incumbent's  term  of  service,  during  its  pendency, 
the  legislature  is  under  complete  disability  to  change  the  sal- 
ary incident  in  any  manner  or  to  any  extent ;  but  as  to  aijy 
period,  within  a  whole  term,  filled  by  appointment  or  election, 
the  legislature  has  power,  before  the  commencement  thereof, 
to  fix  the  compensation,  different  from  that  incident  to  the 
office  during  the  preceding  period. 

By  the  Court. — The  prayer  of  the  petitioner  is  granted. 

T1MI.1N,  J,  (concurring).  As  I  view  this  matter  the  only 
question  involved  is  whether  one  appointed  by  the  governor 
to  fill  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  justice  of  the  supreme  court, 
which  vacancy  was  caused  by  the  death  of  the  prior  incumbent 
of  that  office,  takes  the  salary  fixed  by  statute  enacted  and  in 
force  prior  to  his  appointment,  but  not  applicable  to  the  sal- 
ary of  his  deceased  predecessor  in  office  because  enacted,  ap- 
proved, and  published  after  the  term  of  such  deceased  prede- 
cessor had  begun. 

I  reach  the  same  conclusion  as  the  majority,  but  solely  upon 
the  following  grounds :  Precedents  from  other  states  have  lit- 
tle advisory  value  in  questions  of  interpretation,  because, 
however  nearly  like  the  words  in  question  may  be  to  those  in 
other  state  constitutions,  they  are  not  identical  nor  found  in 
like  collocation,  nor  affected  similarly  by  other  cognate  ex- 
pressions elsewhere  found  in  the  instrument.  This  weak- 
ness of  such  precedents  has  been  often  noted  in  questions  of 
interpretation.  The  provision  of  our  constitution  relating  to 
increase  or  diminutioii  of  salary  is  not  limited  to  judicial  of- 
fices, but  includes  all  public  officers,  and  appears  as  a  gen- 
eral limitation  upon  legislative  power.  It  restricts  the  power 
of  the  legislature  with  reference  to  different  classes  of  per^ 
sons ;  relates  to  the  officer,  not  to  the  office,  to  his  term,  not  to 
the  term.     It  is  as  foUows : 

'^Sec.  26.  The  legislature  shall  never  grant  any  extra  com- 
pensation to  any  public  officer,  agent,  servant  or  contractor 
after  the  services  shall  have  been  rendered  or  the  contract  en- 
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tered  into ;  nor  shall  the  compensation  of  any  public  officer  be 
increased  or  diminished  during  his  term  of  office." 

*  I  construe  this  as  wholly  personal  to  each  of  the  classes 
therein  mentioned,  including  the  "public  officer,"  and  the  ex- 
pression "during  his  term  of  office"  accords  with  this  construc- 
tion. Otherwise  the  framers  of  the  constitution  would  have 
used  the  expression  "public  office"  instead  of  "public  officer," 
and  "the  term"  instead  of  "his  term." 

Again,  in  other  sections  of  the  same  instrument  where  cog- 
nate restrictive  provisions  are  found,  the  words  employed  are 
significantly  different.  As  in'  sec.  10,  art.  VII,  prohibiting 
judges  from  holding  any  other  office,  it  is  said: 

"They  shall  hold  no  office  of  public  trust,  except  a  judicial 
office,  during  the  term  for  which  they  are  respectively 
elected." 

Or  sec.  12  of  art.  IV,  which  provides: 

"No  member  of  the  legislature  shall,  during  the  term  for 
which  he  was  elected,  be  appointed  or  dected  to  any  civil  of- 
fice in  the  state  which  shall  have  been  created  or  liie  emolu- 
ments of  which  shall  have  been  increased  during  the  term  for 
which  he  was  elected." 

The  contention  of  the  learned  attorney  general  is  that  sec 
26  above  quoted  should  be  construed  as  if  it  read,  "during  the 
term  for  which  the  first  incumbent  was  elected,"  instead  of 
"during  his  term,"  and  as  if  it  applied  to  the  salary  fixed  at 
the  beginning  of  the  official  term  of  the  first  incumbent  re- 
gardless of  change  of  incumbents  during  this  period  or  term. 
I  think  this  would  be  giving  the  words  "public  officer"  the 
meaning  of  "public  office,*'  and  the  personal  "his  term"  the 
meaning  of  the  different  impersonal  expression,  "the  term," 
and  that  such  construction  varies  from  the  usual  and  ordinary 
meaning  of  these  words  and  is  therefore  inadmissible. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  main  purpose  of  sec  26,  supra,  is 
to  make  public  officers  independent  of  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  government  as  far  as  possible,  and  to  prevent  the  in- 
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fluence  upon  the  legislative  branch  of  a  combination  of  in- 
terested oflSceholders  in  an  effort  to  raise  their  salaries,  and 
4;he8e  purposes  should  be  considered  in  construing  the  provi- 
sion in  question.  I  do  not  approach  this  question  of  construc- 
tion from  the  viewpoint  of  taking  the  constitutional  official 
-term  as  a  unit  and  dividing  this  unit  into  as  many  fractions 
as  there  may  happen  to  be  official  incumbents  during  that 
term,  but  I  regard  the  provision  as  personal  to  the  incumbent 
of  the  office.  If  he  enters  the  office  after  the  change  of  the 
salary  has  taken  place  he  is  entitled  to  that  salary,  and  as  to 
him  it  cannot  be  increased  or  diminished ;  but  if  the  office  is 
vacated  by  death  or  otherwise  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  the  succeeding  incumbent  takes  the  office  with  the  sal- 
ary fixed  by  the  legislature  for  that  office  and  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  appointment  or  election  of  the  succeeding  incum- 
bent, even  though  such  appointment  or  election  be  for  part 
of  an  unexpired  term.  I  am  strengthened  in  this  view  be- 
cause this  construction  of  the  constitution  was  arrived  at  by 
Chief  Justice  Whiton  and  by  Chief  Justice  Cole,  both  of 
whom  took  part  in  framing  the  constitution,  and  by  Chief 
Justice  Ryan  and  Justice  Paine,  and  others,  in  drawing  and 
accepting  salaries  pursuant  to  this  interpretation.  The  leg- 
islative and  executive  branches  of  the  state  government  also 
put  this  construction  upon  the  constitution  by  the  enact- 
ment of  ch.  33,  Laws  of  1867,  ch.  145,  Laws  of  1868,  and 
eh.  293,  Laws  of  1873,  in  each  of  which  statutes  it  was 
provided  that  the  increased  salary  of  judges  of  this  court 
•should  apply  to  judges  thereafter  appointed.  As  no  ap- 
,pointment  could  be  made  except  to  fill  out  part  of  an  im- 
^xpired  term,  the  legislature  which  enacted,  and  the  governor 
who  approved,  these  laws  considered  it  not  in  violation  of  the 
constitution  that  the  appointee  thereafter  appointed  to  fill  out 
any  part  of  the  then  existing  terms  should  have  the  increased 
salary  during  "his  term."  So  the  departmental  officers  of  the 
«tate  for  nearly  half  a  century  have  put  this  construction  upon 
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the  provision  of  the  constitution  in  questicm.  All  this  seems- 
to  me  to  much  outweigh  the  advisory  effect  of  foreign  judicial 
precedents  upon  questions  of  construction  of  somewhat  simi- 
lar though  not  identical  provisions,  and  I  have  no  doubt  and 
have  had  but  little  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  true  interpretation  of  sec.  26,  art.  IV,  of  the  state  consti- 
tution is  that  he  who  comes  into  an  <Mce  lawfully  by  election 
or  appointment  to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  death,  disabil- 
ity, resignation,  or  removal  of  a  different  prior  incumbent  is- 
not  under  the  restrictions  as  to  increase  or  diminution  of  sal- 
ary which  bound  the  prior  incumbent,  but  takes  under  the 
law  in  force  at  the  time  of  his  appointment  or  election  to  fiU 
the  vacancy. 

SiEBEOKEB  and  Babnes,  JJ.,  took  no  part. 


State  vs.  Bbooes  and  another. 

March  9— March  11,  1909 

Criminal  law:  Rape:  Conviction  of  person  aiding. 

One  who  was  present  and  aided  and  abetted  another  to  commit 
rape  may  himself  be  convicted  of  rape  although  he  did  not  havo- 
carnal  knowledge  of  the  woman. 

Cbetifted  from  the  circuit  court  for  Vilas  county:  A.  H. 
Beid,  Circuit  Judge.     Qiiestion  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Both  defendants  were  in  due  form  charged  with  the  crime 
of  rape.  The  proof  was  to  the  effect  that  Brocks  had  carnal 
knowledge  of  the  body  of  the  prosecutrix,  the  act  being  char- 
acterized by  all  essentials  of  the  crime  charged,  that  Bums^ 
was  present  and  aided  and  abetted  Brooks  in  the  commission 
of  the  offense,  but  did  not  himself  have  carnal  knowledge  of 
the  woman.  Both  were  in  due  form  found  guilty,  and  the- 
cause  was  duly  reported  to  this  court  for  answer  to  the  ques- 
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tion  of  whether,  under  such  a  charge  and  such  proof,  it  was 
corapetent  to  so  convict  Bums.  While  the  cause  was  pending 
here  a  question  similar  to  that  certified  up  was  presented  in 
Vogel  V.  State,  ante,  p.  316,  119  N.  W.  190,  and  January  6, 
1909,  decided  in  the  aflSrmative,  whereupon  a  request  was 
made,  signed  by  the  circuit  judge  who  reported  the  case,  by 
the  defendant  Bums,  and  by  his  attorney,  as  well  as  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  of  Vilas  county,  for  answer  to  be  made 
to  the  question  submitted  as  aforesaid  in  accordance  with  the 
decision  in  the  Vogel  Case,  and  for  a  return  of  the  record  as 
soon  as  practicable  to  the  circuit  court  for  Vilas  county. 

Peb  Cueiam.  The  question  submitted  is  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Vogel  v.  State,  ante,  p.  315, 
119  N.  W.  190,  answered  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  case  is 
remanded  to  the  circuit  court  for  Vilas  county,  Wisconsin,  for 
further  proceedings  according  to  law,  and  the  clerk  of  this 
court  is  directed  to  repiit  the  record  as  speedily  as  practicable. 


MoBHUBNPAH,  Administrator,   and  others,  Appellants,  vs. 
Mayhew,  Eespondent 

January  Q^March  SO,  1909, 

(1-4)  Judgment:  Prior  death  of  one  defendant:  Conclusiveness  be- 
tween defendants.  (13,  14)  Res  judicata.  (6)  Presumptions: 
Statutes  of  other  states,  (6,  7,  13)  Findings:  MateriaJity:  How 
far  conclusive,  (7-15)  Rescission  of  contracts:  Bale  of  re- 
mainder: Mutual  mistake  of  fact:  Pleading:  Fraud  or  mistake: 
Supplemental  pleadings:  Appeal:  Reversal, 

[1.  Whether  a  ludgment  rendered  In  form  against  a  defendant  who 
died  after  serviee  upon  him,  or  appearance,  and  before  the  trial, 
is  void  or  merely  voidable,  not  determined.] 
2.  Parties  who  were  codefendants  in  a  former  action  are  not  con- 
cluded, as  between  themselves,  by  the  Judgment  therein  unless 
there  was  an  issue  framed  between  them  covering  the  point  in 
Vol.  138—36 
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question  In  subsequent  litigation,  or  unless  the  plaintiff  In  the 
former  action  made  a  claim  against  each  defendant  which  nega- 
tived the  right  claimed  in  the  subsequent  litigation  by  one  of 
them  against  the  other. 
S.  Where  no  issue  was  made  by  the  pleadings  between  two  defend- 
ants, it  may  be  shown  in  a  subsequent  litigation  between  them 
upon  a  different  cause  of  action  that  the  issue  in  question  was 
not  in  fact  adjudicated  in  the  former  action;  and  proof  of  the 
death  of  one  defendant  before  trial  or  verdict  might  show  that 
as  to  him  and  his  representatives  there  was  no  issue  tried  on 
notice  and  hearing,  and  hence  no  decision  binding  his  repre- 
sentatives and  his  codefendant  mutually  as  between  themselves. 

4.  Where  one  of  several  defendants  died  and  such  part  of  the  cause 

of  action  as  was 'averred  against  the  other  defendants  survived 
against  them,  and  the  cause  thereafter  proceeded  to  trial  and 
judgment  against  such  other  defendants  without  bringing  in 
the  successor  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  deceased  party, 
such  judgment,  under  sees.  2S04,  2805,  Stats.  (1898),  did  not 
affect  the  deceased  or  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action 
and  has  no  binding  force  upon  his  personal  representative  and 
heirs  in  subsequent  litigation  between  them  and  one  of  the 
surviving  defendants  in  the  former  action. 

5.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed 

that  the  same  statutes  exist  in  another  state  as  in  this  state. 

6.  Findings  of  fact  not  material  to  the  issues  in  an  action  are  not 

binding  upon  the  parties  in  subsequent  litigation. 

7.  In  an  action  to  rescind,  on  the  ground  of  mental  incompetency, 

fraud,  and  undue  influence,  a  sale  of  a  remainder  subject  to  a 
life  estate,  a  finding  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  neither  party 
thereto  knew  of  the  prior  death  of  the  life  tenant  is  material 
and  relevant  to  the  issues. 

8.  Where  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  subject  matter,  the  mere  fact 

that  one  party  has  in  fact  sold  more  than  he  thought  he  was 
selling,  or  the  other  got  more  than  he  expected,  is  not  suf& 
cient  to  avoid  the  contract  of  sale;  but  where  there  is  a  mutual 
mistake  as  to  the  subject  matter,  that  condition  is  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  contract. 

9.  Where  the  subject  matter  of  a  sale,  and  what  both  parties  sup- 

posed they  were  dealing  with,  was  a  right  in  remainder  sub- 
ject to  a  life  estate  and  subject  further  to  be  partially  or  wholly 
used  for  maintenance  of  the  life  tenant,  but  by  reason  of  the 
prior  death  of  such  tenant,  then  unknown  to  either  party,  they 
were  in  fact  buying  and  selling  an  absolute  estate  or  right  im- 
mediately available  in  possession  and  ownership  and  not  sub- 
ject to  diminution,  there  was  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  such  as 
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would  avoid  the  contract  unleaa  the  party  seeking  relief  was 
negligent  in  making  the  contract  or  acquiesced  therein  after 
learning  of  the  mistake. 

10.  The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  must  show  a  case  of  fraud  and 

mistake,  or  fraud  or  mistake,  in  order  to  entitle  plaintifC  to 
relief  upon  either  ground  which  the  evidence  may  estahllsh. 

11.  A  party  asking  rescission  or  cancellation  of  a  contract  must  hring 

forward  all  his  grounds  therefor  in  one  suit,  and  cannot  have 
his  right  or  claim  tried  by  piecemeal. 

12.  Under  some  circumstances  a  court  will,  of  its  own  motion,  direct 

a  supplemental  complaint  to  be  filed  if  the  Justice  of  the  case 
requires  It. 

13.  It  is  not  the  findings  of  the  court  which  conclude  the  parties  in 

subsequent  litigation,  but  the  Judgment  entered  thereon. 

14.  In  an  action  to  rescind  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud  the 

findings  negatived  the  fraud,  but  a  further  material  and  rele- 
vant finding  clearly  established  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  such 
as,  if  properly  pleaded,  would  have  entitled  plaintifC  to  relief 
in  the  absence  of  negligence  or  acquleficence.  Held,  that  a  Judg- 
ment for  defendant  on  such  findings  would.  If  allowed  to  stand, 
be  an  adjudication  that,  notwithstanding  such  mistake,  the  con- 
tract is  valid  and  binding  upon  the  parties. 

15.  In  such  case,  the  findings  being  supported  by  the  evidence,  the 

supreme  court  reverses  the  judgment  and  remands  the  cause 
for  trial,  upon  supplemental  complaint  and  answer,  of  the  ques- 
tions relating  to  negligence  in  making  the  contract  or  acquies- 
cence therein  after  discovery  of  the  mistake. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Rock 
county:  E.  Ray  Stevens,  Judge.     Beversed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  suit  in  equity 
brought  to  rescind  an  instrument  of  assignment  and  recover 
an  amount  collected  thereunder. 

The  cause  was  first  argued  on  Ofetober  23,  1908. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  Whitehead  dk 
Matheson,  and  oral  argument  by  A.  E.  Matheson. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  E.  D.  MeOowan 
and  Burr  W.  Jones,  and  oral  ailment  by  Mr.  McOowan. 

A  reargument  having  been  ordered  on  November  10,  1908, 
the  cause  was,  on  January  9,  1909,  submitted  for  the  appel- 
lants on  a  brief  by  Whitehead  &  Matheson,  and  for  the  re- 
spondent on  a  brief  by  E,  D.  McOowan  and  Burr  W.  Jones. 
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The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  16,  1909 : 

Timlin,  J.  This  case  presents  several  unusual  and  inter- 
esting complications.  The  plaintiffs,  as  administrator  and 
heirs  at  law  of  Andrew  Roberts,  deceased,  upon  a  complaint 
averring  mental  incompetency  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  and 
fraud  and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
brought  this  suit  to  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  hereinafter  de- 
scribed and  recover  moneys  received  by  the  defendant  under 
such  contract.  Theie  was  no  express  averment  of  mistake. 
The  defendant  answered  denying  the  incompetency,  undue  in- 
fluence, and  fraud,  admitting  and  relying  upon  the  execution 
by  the  deceased  to  defendant  of  an  assignment  of  the  inter- 
est of  the  former  in  the  residue  and  remainder  of  the  estate 
of  one  Thomas  S.  Roberts,  and  pleaded  a  judgment  of  the  su- 
preme court  for  Jefferson  county,  New  York,  in  an  action  to 
construe  the  will  of  Thomas  S.  Roberts  brought  by  the  execu- 
tor of  the  latter,  and  in  which  the  defendant  in  this  action  and 
Andrew  Roberts  and  others  were  parties  defendant,  wherein 
it  was  foimd  and  adjudged  that  the  assignment  in  question 
was  valid  and  that  the  defendant  Mayhew  thereby  became 
and  was  the  owner  of  all  the  interest  of  Andrew  Roberts  un- 
der the  wiU  of  Thomas  S.  Roberts.  This  judgment  was  duly 
proven,  but  in  the  proof  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  be- 
gun February  11,  1904,  findings  were  made  therein  on  Oc- 
tober 22,  1904,  and  judgment  entered  April  10,  1905.  It 
also  appeared  that  there  was  no  issue  pleaded  or  tried  be- 
tween the  defendants  therein,  Andrew  Roberts  and  W.  A. 
Mayhew,  and  it  otherwise  appeared  that  Andrew  Roberts 
died  on  June  19,  1904,  during  the  pendency  of  the  action  in 
New  York,  and  that  the  action  was  not,  prior  to  judgment, 
revived  against  his  administrator. 

There  is  an  irreconcilable  conflict  of  authority  upon  the 
question  whether  a  judgment  rendered  in  form  against  a  de- 
fendant who  died  after  service  upon  him,  or  appearance,  and 
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before  the  trial,  is  void  or  merely  voidable.  Eager  v.  Yick- 
ery,  61  Kan.  342,  59  Pac.  628,  49  L.  R.  A.  163-175,  and 
cases  in  note.  See,  also.  La  Pointe  v.  O'Malley,  47  Wis.  332, 
2  K".  W.  632,  and  cases  cited.  We  do  not  find  it  necessary  to 
determine  this  question  because  it  is  not  involved  in  the  in- 
stant case.  We  are  not  considering  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment as  between  the  executor  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  S.  Rob- 
erts and  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this  cause,  but  the  ef- 
fect of  that  judgment  as  an  estoppel  between  the  plaintiffs  in 
this  case,  claiming  under  Andrew  Roberts,  and  W.  A.  May- 
hew,  codef  endant  of  Andrew  Roberts  in  the  New  York  action. 
In  a  subsequent  litigation  between  themselves,  parties  who 
were  codefendants  in  a  former  action  are  not  concluded  by 
the  judgment  in  such  former  action,  unless  there  was  an  is- 
sue framed  between  such  codefendants  covering  the  point  in 
question,  or  unless  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  action  made  a 
claim  against  each  defendant  which  negatived  in  effect  the 
right  thereafter  claimed  by  the  other  against  his  codef  endant, 
as  in  Oihlin  v.  North  Wis.  L.  Go.  131  Wis.  261,  111  K  W. 
499 ;  Strong  v.  Hooe,  41  Wis.  659 ;  or  in  Devin  v.  Ottumwa, 
53  Iowa,  461,  5  N.  W.  552.  See  2  Black,  Judgments,  §  699 
and  cases.  But  in  case  there  is  no  issue  made  by  the  plead- 
ings between  the  two  defendants,  then  in  a  subsequent  litiga- 
tion upon  a  different  cause  of  action  it  might  be  shown  that 
the  issue  in  question  was  not  in  fact  adjudicated.  Orunert 
V.  Spalding,  104  Wis.  193,  80  N.  W.  689.  Proof  of  the 
death  of  one  before  trial  or  verdict  might  serve  to  show  that 
as  to  him  and  his  representatives  in  this  situation  there  was 
no  issue  tried  upon  notice  and  hearing,  and  consequently  no 
decision  binding  his  representatives  and  his  codefendant  mu- 
tually as  between  themselves.  Orunert  v.  Spalding,  supra. 
Our  statutes,  however,  provide  for  such  cases. 

"Where  there  are  several  plaintiffs  or  defendants  in  any  ac- 
tion, if  any  of  them  shall  die  and  the  cause  of  action  sur- 
vives to  or  against  the  others  the  action  may  proceed,  without 
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interruption,  in  favor  of  or  against  the  survivors.  If  all 
the  plaintiffs  or  defendants  shall  die  before  judgment  the  ac- 
tion may  be  prosecuted  or  defended  by  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator of  the  last  surviving  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  the 
case  may  be."     Sec.  2804,  Stats.  (1898). 

This  part  of  the  section  relates  to  joint  rights  of  action  and 
joint  liabilities,  and  there  is  also  found  later  in  the  same  sec-* 
tion  provisions  regarding  joint  and  several  liabilities.  Sec. 
2805,  Stats.  (1898),  which  covers  all  other  cases  of  this  kind 
not  included  in  sec.  2804,  provides  that: 

"In  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  several  plaintiffs  or  defend- 
ants, if  part  only  of  the  cause  of  action  or  part  or  some  of 
two  or  more  distinct  causes  of  action  survives  to  or  against  the 
others  the  action  may  proceed  without  bringing  in  the  succes- 
sor to  the  rights  or  liabilities  of  the  deceased  party,  and  the 
judgment  shall  not  affect  him  or  his  interest  in  the  subject  of 
the  action." 

If  we  may  accept  the  notes  to  these  sections  as  evidence,  the 
same  statutes  exist  in  New  York;  but  in  any  event  we  are  au- 
thorized to  presume  they  do.  Slaughter  v.  Bernards,  88  Wis. 
Ill,  69  N.  W.  576;  Bape  v.  Beaton,  9  Wis.  328;  Walsh  v. 
Dart,  12  Wis.  635;  MacCarthy  v.  Whitcomb,  110  Wis.  113^ 
85  N.  W.  707,  and  cases  in  opinion;  Hyde  v.  German  Nat. 
Bank,  115  Wis.  170,  91  ]^.  W.  230;  EdUntan  v.  Edleman,. 
125  Wis.  270,  104  N.  W.  56.  The  action  in  New  York  was 
within  the  words  of  the  statute  last  quoted ;  that  is  to  say,  one 
of  several  defendants  died,  and  such  part  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion as  was  averred  against  the  other  defendants  survived 
against  them,  and  consequently  the  judgment  did  not  affect 
the  deceased  or  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action. 
Judson  V,  Love,  35  Cal.  468.  The  judgment  has  diere^ore 
no  binding  force  upon  the  parties  litigant  in  this  action. 

Notwithstanding  this  case  was  quite  close  in  that  respect, 
the  trial  court  found  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  fraud,  imdue  influence,  and  want  of  capacity,  and  un- 
der the  rule  of  Monisen  v,  Plankinton,  96  Wis.  166,  71  N.  W. 
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98,  and  similar  cases,  we  do  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing 
such  findings.  But  the  findings  and  undisputed  evidence  in 
this  situation  of  the  record  present  the  following  facts: 

On  January  9, 1900,  Thomas  S.  Roberts  died  testate  in  the 
state  of  New  York,  leaving  one  third  of  the  residue  of  his  es- 
tate to  his  brother  Andrew  Roberts,  a  resident  of  Wisconsin, 
subject,  however,  with  the  other  two  thirds  of  such  residue, 
to  the  life  use  of  the  same  by  the  widow  of  Thomas  S.  Rob- 
erts, who  had  also  the  right  to  use  so  much  of  the  corpus  of 
this  residue  as  might  be  necessary  to  properly  care  for  and 
maintain  her.  The  value  of  this  residue  of  the  estate  left  by 
said  Thomas  S.  Roberts  was  about  $8,800,  and  at  the  time  of 
his  death  his  widow  was  about  sixty-five  years  of  age  and  in 
good  health.  Under  the  will  of  Thomas  S.  Roberts  another 
third  of  this  $8,800  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  his  widow  as 
aforesaid  passed  to  a  brother,  Eliakim  Roberts,  but  the  latter 
died  testate  April  12,  1901.  Under  his  will  there  came  to 
Andrew  Roberts  certain  moneys  not  necessary  to  mention  here 
in  detail,  but  which  were  collected  for  Andrew  Roberts  by  the 
defendant,  Mayhew.  In  addition  to  these  moneys  so  col- 
lected, there  came  to  Andrew  Roberts  through  the  will  of  Elia- 
kim Roberts,  but  fropi  the  estate  of  Thomas  S,  Roberts,  a 
further  interest  in  said  residue  or  remainder  of  $8,800, 
amounting  to  about  $600.  December  22, 1903,  Andrew  Rob- 
erts assigned  his  interest  in  the  estate  of  Thomas  S.  Roberts 
and  in  the  estate  of  Eliakim  Roberts  to  the  defendant.  May* 
hew,  in  consideration  of  $400,  of  which  $100  was  paid  in 
cash  and  the  remainder  by  a  note  for  $300  bearing  four  per 
cent,  interest.  At  the  time  of  such  assignment  Andrew  Rob- 
erts was  eighty-four  years  of  age,  a  sufferer  from  palsy,  un- 
able to  write,  addicted  to  the  use  of  tobacco  and  intoxicating 
liquors,  at  times  to  excess,  but  possessed  mental  capacity  to 
transact  business.  By  virtue  of  this  assignment  the  defend- 
ant received  about  June  30,  1905,  the  sum  of  $2,668.46,  and 
on  January  13,  1906,  $687.58.     The  circuit  court,  among 
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his  findings  negativing  fraud  and  undue  influence  and  lack 
of  capacity,  found  as  a  fact : 

"(6)  That  at  the  time  such  assignment  was  made  neither 
the  deceased  nor  the  defendant  knew  of  the  death  of  the 
widow  of  said  Thomas  S.  Roberts,  which  had  occurred  on 
August  27,  1903/' 

Findings  of  fact  not  material  to  the  issues  in  an  action  are 
not  binding  upon  the  parties  in  subsequent  litigation.  La- 
throp  V.  Knapp,  37  Wis.  307 ;  People  ex  rel.  Reilly  v.  John- 
son, 38  N.  Y.  63.  But  this  finding  was  relevant  to  the  is- 
sues of  fraud,  undue  influence,  and  lack  of  capacity,  made  by 
the  pleadings;  for  if  the  defendant,  Mayhew,  knew  of  the 
prior  death  of  the  life  tenant  and  that  he  was  buying  an  ab- 
solute present  vested  title  for  a  small  sum,  instead  of  a  re- 
mainder subject  to  a  life  estate  of  uncertain  duration  and  con- 
tingent in  amount  although  not  in  title,  but  concealed  this 
knowledge  from  the  old  man,  this  would  be  strong  proof  of 
fraud.  It  would  be  a  fact  relevant  to  and  which  might  alone 
support  the  charge  of  fraud  or  that  of  undue  influence.  In- 
deed, the  learned  circuit  judge  in  his  written  opinion  sug- 
gests that  the  determination  of  the  case  by  him  might  have 
been  different  had  this  fact  appeared.  On  the  other  hand, 
had  it  appeared  that  Andrew  Roberts  knew  that  he  was  sell- 
ing, not  a  remainder,  contingent  in  amount,  which  he  might 
never  live  to  enjoy,  but  a  present  vested  estate  of  the  value 
of  about  $3,000,  for  $100  in  cash  and  a  note  of  $300,  that 
fact  would  be  relevant  upon  the  question  of  his  mental  capac- 
ity to  manage  his  business  and  make  contracts,  as  well  as 
upon  the  question  of  undue  influence.  It  would  also  be  rele- 
vant upon  the  question  of  fraud,  not  as  establishing,  but  as 
tending  to  negative,  fraud  on  the  part  of  Mayhew,  So  that 
the  fifth  finding  above  quoted  is  one  relevant  to  the  issues 
made  by  the  pleadings  and  an  important  part  of  such  issues, 
although  not  the  ultimate  issuable  conclusion  of  fact  set  forth 
in  the  complaint.     It  was  a  fact  proper  to  be  determined  and 
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relevant  to  the  issues,  and  the  quoted  finding  establishes  that 
it  was  in  fact  adjudicated.  Last  Chance  M.  Co.  v,  Tyler  M. 
Co.  157  U.  S.  683,  15  Sup.  Ct.  738 ;  Orunert  v.  Spalding, 
104  Wis.  193,  214,  80  N.  W.  689 ;  Wentworth  v.  Racine  Co. 
99  Wis.  26,  74  N".  W.  551;  Rowell  v.  Smith,  123  Wis.  510, 
102  N".  W.  1.  This  brings  us  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  fifth 
finding. 

In  Scott  V.  Coulson,  [1903]  1  Ch.  453,  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  a  policy  of  life  insurance  was  entered  into  by  both  par- 
ties in  the  belief  that  the  assured  was  alive.  The  assured 
was  at  the  time  dead.  The  contract  was  completed  by  as- 
signment. It  was  held  that  the  vendors  were  entitled  to  have 
the  contract  set  aside.  In  the  opinion  in  this  case  there  is 
cited  the  familiar  case  of  Smith  v.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
597,  611,. also  Colyer  v.  Clay,  7  Beav.  188,  and  Cochrane  v. 
Willis,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  (App.  Cas.)  58.  In  the  last-mentioned 
case  an  agreement  was  entered  into  by  a  tenant  in  tail  on  the 
assumption  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  alive,  when  in  fact 
he  was  dead,  and  Knight  Bsucb,  L.  J.,  said : 

"It  would  be  contrary  to  all  the  rules  of  equity  and  common 
law  to  give  effect  to  such  an  agreement  or  to  hold  that  a  per- 
son ought  to  be  bound  by  it.^' 

In  Colyer  v.  Clay,  supra,  a  testator  by  his  will  dated  in 
1809  gave  to  trustees  the  sum  of  £2,000  to  be  invested  in 
fimds  and  held  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  the  trustee  to  pay  the  said  sum  and  dividends  unto  his 
nephew  John  W.  Warren  and  his  nephew  John  Wilson,  share 
and  share  alike,  in  case  they  should  be  then  alive ;  but  if  either 
of  his  said  nephews  should  be  then  dead,  then  to  the  survivor 
of  them.  After  the  death  of  the  testa;tor  and  apparently  dur- 
ing the  life  of  his  widow,  and  in  June,  1813,  John  Wilson 
granted  to  the  plaintiff,  Colyer,  a  certain  annuity,  and  as- 
signed all  his  reversionary  or  expectant  interest  in  this 
£2,000  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  annuity,  and  later  en- 
tered into  a  contract  in  writing  to  sell  all  his  present  and  fu- 
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tiire  interest  and  title  in  and  to  said  sum  of  £2,000  to  the 
plaintiff.  At  the  time  this  writing  was  made,  the  other 
nephew,  John  W.  Warren,  was  dead,  but  the  fact  was  un- 
known to  the  nephew  Wilson  and  to  the  plaintiff,  Colyer,  and 
of  course  by  that  death  Wilson  became  entitled  not  only  to  one 
half  of  the  £2,000  contingent  upon  his  surviving  Warren,  but 
to  an  absolute  vested  title  in  remainder  subject  to  the  life  in- 
terest of  the  testator's  widow.  It  was  held  that  by  reason  of 
the  mutual  mistake  of  the  parties  the  oontract  could  not  stand. 

The  same  ruling  was  made  with  reference  to  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  an  annuity,  neither  party  having  knowledge 
at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  that  the  annuitant  was 
dead.  Strickland  v.  Turner,  7  Exch.  208.  Also  where  a  pol- 
icy of  life  insurance  was  surrendered  for  a  paid-up  policy  for 
a  smaller  sum  by  the  beneficiary  without  knowledge  of  either 
party  that  the  insured  was  dead.  Biegel  v.  Am.  L,  Ins.  Co. 
140  Pa.  St.  193,  21  Atl.  392, 11  L.  R,  A.  867;  8.  C.  153  Pa- 
St.  134,  25  Atl.  1070,  19  L.  R.  A.  166. 

In  Hurd  v.  Hall,  12  Wis.  112,  the  plaintiff  puitshased  from 
the  defendant  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  latter  in  a 
certain  certificate  of  sale  issued  by  the  commissioners  of 
school  and  university  lands  which  conveyed  no  title  or  interest 
to  the  defendant,  and  it  appeared  to  the  court  that  both  par- 
ties were  mistaken  with  reference  to  the  ownership  or  inters 
of  the  defendant  in  the  lands  in  question,  and  that  there  was 
such  a  mistake  or  ignorance  of  fact  which  authorized  a  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract. 

In  KowalU  v.  MUwayJcee  E.  B.  &  L.  Go.  103  Wis.  472, 
79  X.  W.  762,  the  nature  and  character  of  the  mistake  of  fact 
which  relieves  from  a  contract  is  discussed  and  many  illustra- 
tive cases  cited.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff,  having  suffered  a 
personal  injury  caused  by  defendant,  had  executed  a  release 
of  damages  to  the  defendant  which  she  sought  to  set  aside.  It 
was  not  a  case  of  mutual  mistake  of  f  act^  but  some  of  the  dis- 
cussion there  found  and  some  of  the  oases  and  illustrations 


30]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  671 

Moehlenpah  t.  Mayhew,  138  Wis.  561. 

given  are  pertinent  The  definition  found  in  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
§  83 9,  ig  approved,  and  it  is  also  said  that  the  fact  must  have- 
been  not  merely  material  in  the  sense  that  it  might  have  had 
weight,  if  known,  but  that  its  existence  or  nonexistence  was^ 
intrinsic  to  the  transaction — one  of  the  things  actually  con- 
tracted about  And  the  following  from  Kerr  on  Fraud  and 
Mistake  is  dted  with  approval : 

"Care  must  be  taken  in  distinguishing  cases  where  the 
parties  are  under  a  mutual  mistake  as  to  the  subject  matter 
of  a  contract  from  cases  where  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the- 
subject  matter,  but  the  one  has  in  fact  sold  more  than  he 
thought  he  was  selling,  and  the  other  i^t  more  than  he  ex- 
pected."    Kerr,  Fraud  &  M.  433. 

Where  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  subject  matter,  the  mere- 
fact  that  one  has  in  fact  sold  more  than  he  thought  he  was 
selling,  or  the  other  got  more  than  he  expected,  is  not  sufficient 
to  avoid  a  contract ;  but  where  there  is  a  mutual  mistake  as  to- 
the  subject  matter,  that  condition  is  sufficient  to  avoid  the  con- 
tract In  the  instant  case  the  subject  matter  of  the  purchase 
by  Mayhew  and  the  sale  by  Roberts  was  a  right  in  remainder 
subject  to  the  life  of  the  widow  and  subject  to  be  partially  or 
wholly  dissipated  by  reason  of  the  necessities  of  the  life  ten- 
ant It  was  analogous  to  a  contingent  remainder  of  one  third 
of  the  estate.  This  was  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract and  was  what  both  parties  to  the  contract  believed  they 
were  dealing  with ;  but  by  reason  of  the  prior  death  of  the 
widow  they  were  in  fact  buying  and  selling  an  absolute  estate 
or  right  immediately  available  in  possession  and  ownership 
and  not  subject  to  further  diminution  or  depletion.  There  was 
consequently  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  as  to  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  sale,  and  also,  as  in  all  such  cases,  one  bought  more 
than  he  expected  and  the  other  sold  more  than  he  thought  he 
was  selling.  This  court  was  therefore,  upon  the  consideration 
of  the  case,  confronted  with  this  condition,  namely:  If  the 
judgment  affirmed  by  this  court  would  affirm  the  validity  of 
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the  sale  and  conveyanoe  as  against  this  mutual  mistake  plainly 
set  forth  in  the  findings  without  any  mitigating  circum- 
stances, we  must  refuse  to  approve  of  that  judgment  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  judgment  affirmed  by  this  court  upon  these 
findings  would  be  conclusive  only  against  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  set  aside  the  assignment  in  question  for  lack  of 
capacity,  undue  influence,  or  fraud,  we  might  then  affirm  the 
judgment;  but  this  course  would  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  im- 
mediately proceed  upon  the  record  in  this  case  and  have  the 
assignment  vacated  on  the  ground  of  mutual  mistake,  unless 
that  could  be  obviated  by  some  affirmative  defense,  such  as 
negligence  on  the  part  of  Andrew  Soberts.  In  this  condi- 
tion of  the  record  reargument  was  ordered  upon  the  follow- 
ing question :  "Whether  the  mutual  mistake  of  fact  with  ref- 
erence to  the  continuance  of  the  life  of.  the  widow  of  Thomas 
S.  Koberts  was  sufficient  to  avoid  the  assignment  of  Decem- 
ber 22,  1903." 

Counsel  evidently  did  not  understand  the  situation,  because 
the  plaintiffs  present  that  their  action  is  based  upon  allega- 
tions of  fraud  and  not  upon  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact,  and 
the  defendant  also  seems  to  think  that  an  amendment  of  the 
complaint  would  be  necessary  and  to  favor  an  affirmance  of 
the  present  judgment.  Neither  counsel  gives  us  any  aid  upon 
the  condition  here  appearing,  viz.,  in  a  suit  for  cancellation 
and  rescission  for  fraud,  findings  negativing  the  fraud  but 
clearly  establishing  a  mutual  mistake.  There  is  some  uncer- 
tainty in  the  rules  of  equity  relative  to  pleading  fraud  and 
mistake.  Upon  a  bill  filed  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
relief  may  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  mistake.  Read's 
Adm'rs  v.  Cramer,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  277.  Where  an  answer 
averred  fraud,  relief  was  given  on  the  ground  of  mistake. 
Berryman  v.  Oraham,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  370.  On  a  bill  filed  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  relief  was  granted  based  on  mistake ;  but 
the  averments  of  this  bill  were  quite  general.  Daniel  v. 
Mitchell,  1  Story,  172,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,562.     A  distinction 
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must  be  observed  between  suits  for  reformation  and  suits  for 
cancellation  or  rescission  of  a  contract  In  the  former  suits 
there  must  be  shown  not  a  mere  mistake  on  one  side,  but  a 
mutual  mistake,  or  what  is  equivalent  in  the  law  to  a  mutual 
mistake,  and,  in  addition,  an  enforceable  contract  of  the  tenot 
and  terms  sought  to  be  established  by  the  suit  for  reformation. 
On  the  other  hand,  cancellation  or  rescission  proceeds  upon 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  contract  between  the  parties  by 
reason  of  the  mistake  or  fraud.  Kelief  on  evidence  showing 
mistake  may  be  had  under  a  bill  the  gravamen  of  which  is 
fraudulent  representation  and  undue  influence  and  which  does 
not  by  name  denominate  the  transaction  as  being  one  pro- 
duced by  mistake.     Powell  v.  Plant  (Miss.)  23  South.  399. 

In  Kyle  v.  Fehley,  81  Wis.  67,  61  N.  W.  257,  the  counter- 
claim charged  false  representations  and  fraud.  The  trial 
court  found  there  was  a  mistake  in  drafting  the  deed  by  omitr 
ting  to  state  therein  that  the  same  was  made  and  accepted  sub- 
ject to  a  certain  lease,  and  that  t!ie  defendant  was  induced  to 
consent  to  this  omission  by  advice  of  the  plaintifiPs  attorney 
and  in  the  belief  of  the  correctness  of  the  statement  of  the 
latter  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  such  omission.  The  judgment 
was  aj£rmed  in  this  court 

There  is  also  the  familiar  case  of  mistake  on  one  side  and 
knowledge  of  the  mistake  on  the  other,  and  taking  advantage 
of  it,  which  is  always  sufficient  for  rescission  or  cancellation 
and  sometimes  for  reformation,  provided  there  is  another  ex- 
isting contract  which  may  be  substituted.  Clark  v.  Clark,  55 
N".  J.  Eq.  814,  42  Atl.  98;  Venable  v.  BuHon,  129  Ga.  537, 
59  S.  'E.  263]  HavUand  v.  Willets,  141  N.  Y.  85,  35  N".  E. 
958.  But  the  correct  rule,  and  that  supported  by  the  weight 
of  authority,  is  that  the  facts  pleaded  must  show  a  case  of 
fraud  and  mistake,  or  fraud  or  mistake,  in  the  complaint  in 
order  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  relief  upon  either  ground 
which  the  evidence  may  establish.  Clemens  v.  Clemens,  28 
Wis.    637;  Leighton  v.   Orani,  20  Minn.   34i5;  Daniel  v. 
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Mitchell  1  Story,  172,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,562;  Stebbins  v. 
Eddy,  4  Mason,  414,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,342 ;  Smiih  v.  Bah- 
€Ock,  2  Woodb.  &  M.  246,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,009;  White  v. 
Denman,  1  Ohio  St  110;  Williams  v.  Sturdevant,  27  Ala. 
598. 

In  the  case  at  bar  we  are,  by  reason  of  the  fifth  finding 
above  quoted,  confronted  with  the  question  whether  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  denying  rescission  or  cancellation 
<5an  be  upheld  in  the  presence  of  that  finding.  If  this  finding, 
being  relevant  to  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings  and  actually 
passed  upon  and  adjudicated,  is  conclusive  in  a  subsequent 
litigation  between  the  same  parties  relative  to  the  same  subject 
matter,  the  effect  must  be  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  upon  the 
termination  of  the  present  action  to  begin  an  action  for  re- 
scission on  the  groimd  of  miitual  mistake  and  to  conclude  the 
defendant  by  this  fifth  finding  upon  that  question,  or  else  the 
result  must  be  to  adjudge  that,  notwithstanding  the  mutual 
mistake  found  and  presented  to  us  by  the  finding,  the  judg- 
ment rendered  upon  such  findings  asserting  the  validity  of  the 
contract  in  question  is  conclusive  that  such  facts  established 
by  the  fifth  finding  are  insufficient  to  invalidate  the  contract 
of  sale.  The  case  therefore  discloses  a  relation  between  fraud 
and  mistake  not  often  apparent  Kerr,  Fraud  &  M.  (8d  Eng. 
ed.)  434,  440;  Oumpel  v.  Castagnetto,  97  CaL  15,  31  Pac. 
898.  It  also  discloses  an  effect  of  the  statute  requiring  find- 
ings of  fact  which  perhaps  has  not  before  been  fully  foreseen. 
But  would  the  affirmance  of  this  judgment  have  the  effect, 
while  concluding  the  parties  upon  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
mutual  mistake,  also  to  ccmclude  them  upon  the  legal  conclu- 
sion resting  upon  this  fact  and  established  by  the  judgment, 
that  the  assignment  was  valid  notwithstanding  this  mutual 
mistake  of  facti  Manifestly  different  answers  mi^t  be 
given  to  this,  depending  upon  what,  in  such  case,  is  consid- 
ered the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  Beginning  with  the  re- 
lief sought,  and  analyzing  and  separating  next  into  forms  of 
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action,  and  again  into  particular  averments  relative  to  the 
<;ase  in  hand,  it  is  obvious  that  the  further  we  proceed  in  this 
separation  and  classification  the  more  we  narrow  the  conclu- 
■sive  effect  of  judgments  and  impair  their  efficacy  as  a  means 
of  settling  litigated  or  controverted  questions  or  titles. 

In  Wildman  v.  Wildman,  70  Conn.  700,  41  Atl.  1,  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  have  certain  deeds  executed  and 
delivered  by  him  to  the  defendant  canceled  and  adjudged  void 
on  the  grounds  that  the  deeds  were  given  without  considera- 
tion and  not  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  title,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  plaintiff's  wife  from  obtaining  dower 
in  the  event  of  his  death.  It  appeared  that  he  had  brought  a 
prior  action  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  same  deeds  can- 
celed and  adjudged  void  on  the  ground  that  they  had  not  been 
delivered  to  the  defendant.  It  was  ruled  that  from  the  view- 
point of  res  adjudicata  the  cause  of  action  asserted  in  each 
complaint  was  the  plaintiff's  right  to  cancel  the  deeds  in  the 
:first  case  upon  one  ground  and  in  the  second  case  upon  a  dif- 
ferent ground,  and  the  court  said: 

"The  rule  of  res  judicata  does  not  rest  wholly  on  the  narrow 
ground  of  a  technical  estoppel,  nor  on  the  presumption  that 
the  former  judgment  was  right  and  just;  but  on  the  broad 
ground  of  public  policy,  that  requires  a  limit  to  litigation,  a 
curb  on  the  litigiousness  of  the  obstinate  litigant  Like  the 
statute  of  limitations,  it  is  a  rule  of  rest  As  expressed  by 
Judge  Paedee  in  Supples  v.  Cannon,  4:4c  Conn.  424,  428: 
*The  policy  of  the  law  is  that,  if  a  claim  has  once  been 
passed  upon  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it  shall  not 
thereafter  be  controverted  between  the  same  parties,  and  this 
in  the  interest  of  peace/  .  .  .  Every  action  is  brought  in 
order  to  obtain  some  particular  result  which  is  termed  the 
remedy.  This  final  result  is  not  the  'cause  of  the  action  ;^  it  is 
rather  the  'object  of  the  action.'  Every  judicial  action  has  in 
it  certain  necessary  elements — a  primary  right  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  corresponding  primary  duty  devolving 
upon  the  defendant,  a  delict  or  wrong  done  by  the  defendant, 
which  consisted  in  a  breach  of  such  primary  right  and  duty,  a 
remedial  right  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  remedial  duty 
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resting  upon  the  defendant  springing  out  of  this  delict,  and^ 
finally,  the  remedy  or  relief  itself.  Every  action,  however 
simple,  must  contain  these  essential  elements;  and,  however 
complicated,  it  has  no  more.  Of  these  elements,  the  primary 
right  and  duty  and  the  delict  or  wrong  constitute  the  cause  of 
action." 

It  was  ruled  in  this  case  that,  although  the  facts  upon  which 
relief  was  sought  were  different,  the  cause  of  action  was  the 
same  and  was  harred  by  the  decision  refusing  to  cancel  this 
deed  in  the  former  suit  on  the  ground  that  it  was  never  de- 
livered. Similar  language  may  be  found  in  Herman  v.  Felt- 
hoiLsen,  114  Wis.  423,  90  N.  W.  432,  and  cases  there  re- 
ferred to. 

So  in  Hoseason  v.  Keegen,  178  Mass.  247,  69  K  E.  627,  a 
suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  on  the 
ground  of  lack  of  consideration,  undue  influence,  and  persua- 
sion was  held  barred  by  the  former  adjudication  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  upon  a  biU  to  set  aside  the  same  deed  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.     Holmes,  C.  J.,  said: 

"The  object  and  petitory  conclusions  of  both  suits  are  the 
same :  to  annul  the  effects  of  the  same  deed  by  a  reconveyance. 
Gillespie  V.  Russel,  3  Macq.  757,  760.  It  is  true  that  the 
ground  on  which  the  recovery  now  is  sought  differs  somewhat 
from  that  formerly  alleged ;  but  so  far  as  appears,  both  bills 
go  on  generically  the  same  footing,  that  Mary  McLaughlin 
was  given  an  improperly  created  motive  for  action  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  differ  only  as  to  what  the  motive  was.*'  Barnes 
V.  Huntley,  188  Mass.  274,  74  K  E.  318. 

In  Shepardson  v.  Gary,  29  Wis.  34,  an  action  was  brought 
to  enforce  an  equitable  lien  upon  certain  property  after  a 
judgment  had  been  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
at  law  against  the  same  defendant  for  conversion  of  the  same 
property  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  shown  no  title  to  the 
property  against  the  defendants.  The  court  held  the  former 
judgment  a  bar.    It  is  said : 

"The  remedy  at  law,  therefore,  founded  on  the  legal  title 
or  right,  is  equivalent  to  that  given  in  equity^  founded  on  sax 
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equitable  title  or  lien.  It  is  in  every  case  coextensive  and 
concirrrent  with  the  remedy  in  equity,  and,  being  so,  it  would 
seem  necessarily  to  follow  that  the  judgment  in  an  action  at 
law  would  bar  and  estop  the  party  subsequently  resorting  to 
his  suit  in  equity  upon  the  same  subject  or  ground  of  action, 
and  vice  versa/* 

Upon  the  premises  assumed  by  the  court  the  foregoing 
quoted  paragraph  would  be  a  correct  conclusion  of  law,  other- 
wise not  Wis,  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  Bank  v.  Mann,  100  Wis. 
696,  76  N.  W.  777. 

In  Eowell  v.  Smith,  128  Wis.  510,  102  N.  W.  1,  where  the 
subject  received  great  consideration,  it  was  decided  that  a 
judgment  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  thereto  and  their 
privies  in  a  second  action  on  the  same  claim  or  cause  of  action 
as  to  all  questions  that  were  or  might  have  been  litigated  in  the 
first  action,  and  is  likewise  conclusive  in  a  second  action  upon 
a  different  claim  or  cause  of  action  as  to  every  proposition 
vdthin  the  issues  in  the  first  or  former  action  which  was  pre- 
sented for  adjudication  and  decided. 

Another  rule  of  law  requires  a  party  to  bring  forward  in 
one  suit  all  his  grounds  for  rescission  or  cancellation  and  for- 
bids the  trial  of  such  a  right  or  claim  by  piecemeal.  Stark 
V.  Starr,  94  U.  S.  477;  Bendemagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207, 
32  Am.  Dec.  448;  2  Black,  Judgments,  §  734;  Caston  v. 
Perry,  1  Bailey,  633,  21  Am.  Dec.  482;  Dodd  v.  Scott,  81 
Iowa,  319,  46  K  W.  1067, 10  L.  E.  A.  360 ;  Dowell  v.  Apple- 
gate,  162  U.  S.  327,  14  Sup.  Ct.  611;  Thompson  v.  Myrick, 

24  Minn.  4. 

With  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  judgment  appealed  from 

in  the  instant  case,  we  are  convinced  that  its  legal  effect,  if 

allowed  to  stand,  is  to  adjudicate  that,  notwithstanding  the 

mutual  mistake  presented  by  the  fifth  finding,  the  contract 

entered  into  under  such  mistake  is  valid  and  binding  upon 

the  parties,  because  it  is  not  the  findings  but  the  judgment 

which  constitutes  the  former  adjudication.   Denike  v.  Denike, 

44  App.  Div.  621,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  110;  Whitney  v.  Bayer, 

Vol.138  — 87 
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101  Mich.  151,  59  K  W.  414;  Rauwolf  v.  Glass,  184  Pa.  St. 
237,  39  Atl.  79;  2  Black,  Judgments,  §§  609,  621;  Wolf 
River  L.  Co.  v.  Brown,  88  Wis.  638,  60  N.  W.  996.  Thus  we 
would  be  called  upon  to  pronounce  a  judgment  upon  certain 
facts  which  do  not  in  the  law  warrant  such  a  judgment  The 
case,  however,  has  been  fully  tried  upon  the  issues  of  fraud, 
incapacity,  and  undue  influence.  We  therefore  permit  all  the 
findings  to  stand  as  they  now  are.  Braunsdorf  v.  Fellner, 
76  Wis.  1,  45  K  W.  97.  Mutual  mistake  of  the  kind  and 
under  the  circumstances  established  here  will  avoid  a  con- 
tract, unless  there  has  been  negligence  in  making  the  contract 
by  the  party  seeking  relief  or  there  has  been  acquiescence  in 
the  contract  with  knowledge  of  the  mistake.  What  facts  will 
be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  inference  of  such  negligence  or 
such  acquiescence  in  this  class  of  cases  may  be  found  discussed 
vin  the  adjudged  cases.  Our  statute  (sec.  2687,  Stats.  1898) 
provides  for  supplemental  pleadings  by  the  parties,  limiting 
them  to  facts  occurring  or  discovered  since  the  former  plead- 
ing. This  statute  is  adapted  from  the  former  equity  practice, 
and  a  supplemental  bill  could  be  filed  at  any  time  during  the 
progress  of  the  cause,  even  after  a  hearing  or  decree.  Baker 
V.  Whiting,  1  Story,  218,  233,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  786;  Goodwin 
V.  Goodwin,  3  Atk.  370 ;  Dodge  v.  Dodge,  29  N.  BL  177.  But 
it  was  also  settled  that  a  court  would  under  some  circum- 
stances ex  mero  motu  direct  a  supplemental  bill  to  be  filed  if 
the  justice  of  the  case  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  required  this 
to  be  done.  Mutter  v.  Chauvel,  5  Russ.  42 ;  Wood  v.  Mann, 
2  Sunm.  316,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,953 ;  Veazie  v.  Williams,  3 
Story,  54,  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,906. 

Because  we  are  unwilling  to  affirm  the  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  or  to  order  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iffs upon  the  facts  found  and  presented  tio  us  by  the  court 
below  and  at  the  same  time  consider  the  facts  so  found  to  be 
supported  by  evidence,  it  seems  best  to  reverse  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below  and  to  remand  the  cause  for  trial,  upon 
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supplezaental  complaint  and  answer,  of  the  questions  relating 
to  negligence,  if  any,  of  Andrew  Roberts  in  entering  into  this 
contract)  and  the  acquiescence,  if  any,  of  Andrew  Roberts  or 
the  pl&intiSs  in  the  contract  after  discovery  of  the  mutual 
mistake. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 

A  motion  for  a  rehearing  was  denied  March  80,  1909. 


State  vs.  Sbbagia. 
January  9— March  80, 1909. 


Criminal  Jaw:  Sate  of  cigarette  paper:  Coupon  in  seated  package  of 
tobacco:  Interstate  commerce, 

1.  The  sale,  by  a  retail  merchant  in  this  state,  of  a  sealed  package 

of  tobacco,  purchased  from  a  wholesaler  in  the  regular  course 
of  business,  containing  a  coupon  stating  tiiat  a  certain  foreign 
corporation  would  send  a  specified  quantity  of  cigarette  paper 
to  any  one  transmitting  to  it  by  mail  three  of  such  coupons, 
is  a  violation  by  such  retailer  of  sec.  1,  ch.  82,  Laws  of  1905, 
which  prohibits  any  person  "by  himself,  his  servant  or  agent, 
or  as  the  servant  or  agent  of  any  other  person,  directly  or  in- 
directly, or  upon  any  pretense,  or  by  any  device,"  from  selling, 
giving  away,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  any  cigarette  paper. 

2.  The  retailer  in  such  a  case  is  the  principal  in  the  sense  that  a 

sale  of  the  package  includes  the  sale  of  a  coupon,  and  an  agent 
in  the  sense  that  he  acts  for  the  foreign  dealer  in  the  latter's 
effort  to  supply  customers  in  this  state  with  cigarette  paper. 

3.  Such  a  sale  does  not  involve  any  question  of  interstate  commerce. 

Dodge,  J.,  dissents. 

Repoeted  from  the  municipal  court  of  Milwaukee  county : 
A.  C.  Bba2Be,  Judge.     Question  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Action  reported  from  the  municipal  court  of  Milwaukee 
county  under  sec  4721,  Stats.  (1898). 
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The  question  involved  in  the  action  was  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  having  violated  ch.  82,  Laws  of  1905. 

The  cause  was  duly  submitted  on  the  charge  made  in  due 
form  and  a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  a  stipulation  of  facts. 

The  facts  agreed  upon  were,  in  substance,  as  follows :  The 
defendant  on  June  16,  1908,  in  Milwaukee  county,  Wiscon- 
sin, sold  and  delivered  to  Samuel  Burden  a  sealed  package  of 
smoking  tobacco,  labeled  as  "Duke's  Mixture  Smoking  To- 
bacco." Upon  opening  the  package  it  was  found  to  contain  a 
coupon,  so  called,  to  the  effect  that  upon  receipt  of  three  of 
such  coupons  through  the  mails  by  "Duke's  Mixture  Depart- 
ment 8,  111  5th  Ave.,  Xew  York  City,  The  American  To- 
bacco Co.  Mfgr.,  Factory  Xo.  42,  4th  Dist  N.  C,"  would 
send  to  the  one  transmitting  them  a  specified  amount  of 
Duke's  Mixture  cigarette  paper.  The  Duke's  Mixture  De- 
partment named  in  the  coupon  is  a  department  of  the  tobacco 
company  mentioned,  which  is  a  foreign  corporation.  The  de- 
fendant is  a  retail  merchant  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  deal- 
ing, among  other  things,  in  tobacco  at  retail.  He  purchased 
the  package  sold  as  aforesaid  in  the  open  market  in  the  regu- 
lar course  of  business  from- a  wholesale  dealer  for  the  purpose 
of  supplying  his  retail  trade. 

The  defendant  was  duly  adjudged  guilty  of  having  imlaw- 
fuUy  offered  for  sale  cigarette  wrappers  and  cigarette  paper 
for  the  purpose  of  being  filled  with  tobacco  for  smoking,  con- 
trary to  ch.  82,  Laws  of  1905.  Thereupon  further  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause  were  stayed  pending  a  result  of  a  report  of 
the  same  to  this  court,  as  to  the  question  of  law  involved. 

The  trial  court  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  stipulated 
as  aforesaid  presented  a  question  of  law  of  such  importance 
and  doubtful  character  as  to  require  final  solution  by  this 
court,  certified  the  case  for  such  solution  pursuant  to  sec. 
4721,  Stats.  (1898),  the  defendant  consenting  thereto. 

The  Attorney  General,  for  the  plaintiff.  [No  brief  on 
file.] 
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The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  defendant  on  the  brief  of 
Winkler,  Flanders,  Bottum  &  Fawsett. 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  26, 1909 : 

Maeshall,  J.  The  question  presented  for  solution  is  this : 
Is  a  sale  or  gift  of  an  order  or  paper,  characterized  as  a  cou- 
pon in  this  action,  by  a  person  in  this  state  to  another  therein 
as  part  of  an  entire  transaction  including  the  sale  of  a  pack- 
age of  tobacco,  entitling  the  recipient,  in  case  of  his  obtaining 
two  other  like  papers  and  sending  all  by  mail  to  a  designated 
dealer  in  tobacco  products  and  cigarette  paper  outside  the 
state,  to  receive  therefrom  a  specified  quantity  of  cigarette 
paper, — a  violation  by  such  person  of  sec.  1,  ch.  82,  Laws  of 
1905,  prohibiting  "any  person"  ^T)y  himself,  his  servant  or 
agent,  or  as  the  servant  or  agent  of  any  other  person,  directly 
or  indirectly,  or  upon  any  pretense,  or  by  any  device,"  from 
selling,  offering  for  sale,  keeping  for  sale,  giving  away,  or 
otherwise  disposing  of  "any  such  cigarettes,  cigarette  paper/' 
etc? 

That  a  transaction  of  the  nature  stated  falls  within  the 
spirit  of  the  statute  seems  beyond  reasonable  controversy,  and 
that  it  falls  within  its  letter  seems  hardly  less  plain. 

It  appears  that  the  scheme  is  but  a  bald  subterfuge  to  cloak 
the  real  purpose  to  sell  or  give  away  cigarette  paper  to  persons 
in  this  state  in  circumvention  of  the  law,  the  local  dealer  be- 
ing the  principal  in  the  sense  that  a  sale  of  a  package  includes 
the  sale  of  a  coupon,  and  an  agent  in  the  sense  that  he  acts  for 
the  foreign  dealer  in  the  latter's  efforts  to  supply  customers 
in  this  state  with  cigarette  paper. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  do  not  seem  to  seriously  contend 
to  the  contrary  of  the  foregoing,  and  the  learned  attorney  gen- 
eral appears  to  unite  with  them  in  presenting  the  matter  from 
a  common  viewpoint,  exempting  the  defendant  from  liability 
upon  the  ground  hereafter  stated. 

We  have  the  anomalous  situation  of  counsel  for  defendant 
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contending,  in  tlie  main,  that  the  stipulated  facts  do  not  show 
a  punishable  violation  of  the  cigarette  law  because  sudi  law- 
is  ineffective  as  regards  an  act  requiring  interstate  oommerce 
to  effectuate  it  by  putting  the  consumer  in  possession  of  the 
prohibited  article,  and  the  learned  attorney  general  subecrib- 
ing  to  the  same  view  and  joining  with  defendant's  counsel 
in  urging  the  position  upon  the  attention  of  this  court  as  un- 
avoidably requiring  an  answer  to  the  submitted  qujesti<»L  in 
defendant's  favor.  Doubtless,  the  state's  officer  waa  unable  to 
see  any  escape  from  such  position  and  so,  in  justice  to  the  de- 
fendant and  the  court  as  well,  frankly  made  known  his  opin- 
ion in  that  regard  instead  of  contending  to  the  contrary. 
That  is  conmiendable  but  does  not  preclude  the  court  from 
considering,  or,  perhaps  more  correctly  stated,  excuse  it  for 
failing  to  consider,  the  question  as  involving  the  element  of 
serious  doubt  discovered  by  the  learned  trial  court,  warrant- 
ing the  certification  to  this  court. 

The  statute  seems  in  effect  to  prohibit,  as  plainly  about  as 
English  words  could  be  used  to  that  end,  any  one  in  this  state 
as  principal  or  agent,  directly  or  indirectly,  from  being  con- 
cerned in  selling  or  giving  away  to  any  perscm  in  this  state 
cigarettes  or  cigarette  papet.  Significant  to  that  effect  are 
the  words  "directly  or  indirectly,  or  upon  any  pretense,  or  by 
any  device."  The  sale  of  the  package  of  tobacco  with  the 
coupons  inclosed,  exchangeable  for  cigarette  paper,  would  not 
have  been  any  different  if  the  package  had  contained  such 
paper  instead  of  the  equivalent.  Can  any  one  fairly  say  that 
was  not  a  mere  pretense  or  device  resorted  to  for  diq>06ing  of 
such  paper  while  giving  the  transaction  a  different  color? 
In  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  answer  must  be  as  here  in- 
dicated. 

The  stipulated  facts,  as  we  view  them,  do  not  raise  any 
question  of  interstate  commerce  and,  therefore,  the  able  argu- 
ments of  counsel  on  both  sides  that  they  do,  and  that  tihe 
proper  solution  thereof  is  fatal  to  the  prosecution,  we  onodt  to 
consider. 
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By  the  Court — The  question  submitted  is  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  judgment  upon  the 
conviction. 

Dodge,  J.  {dissenting).  In  the  statement  of  facts  should 
be  noted  absence  of  any  knowledge  on  defendant's  part  that 
the  sealed  package  contained  the  so-called  coupon.  I  am  un- 
able to  bring  my  mind  to  the  view  that  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  a  sealed  package  of  tobacco,  purchased  by  the  seller  of  a 
wholesaler,  is  in  any  reasonable  sense  a  sale  of,  or  an  offer  to 
sell,  cigarette  papers  in  Wisconsin  merely  because  the  manu- 
facturer has  clandestinely  inserted  in  such  package  an  offer 
that,  upon  performance  of  certain  conditions,  he  will  sell  at 
New  York  cigarette  papers  to  any  person  producing  that  and 
two  other  similar  notices.  No  argument  can  add  to  the  mere 
statement  of  the  proposition. 

I  think,  too,  that  several  phases  of  interstate  oommeroe 
must  be  involved  before  the  acts  of  defendant  can  in  any  way 
be  connected  with  the  sale  of  cigarette  papers  to  any  one.  The 
sale  of  a  magazine  containing  an  advertisement  of  the  same 
offer  by  a  New  York  merchant  would  to  my  mind  present  ex- 
actly the  same  questions, 

I  therefore  am  constrained  to  agreement  with  the  attorney 
general  that  no  crime  is  disclosed,  and  to  dissent  from  the 
judgment  of  the  court. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  counsel  for  the  defendant 
contended,  inter  alia,  that  regarding  the  act  of  the  defendant 
as  a  sale  of,  or  an  offer  to^  sell,  cigarette  paper,  it  is  conceded 
that  the  cigarette  paper  to  which  the  sale  or  offer  to  sell  re- 
ferred was  in  another  state  and  that  the  so-called  sale  or  offer 
to  sell  contemplated  its  transportation  into  this  state  for  deliv- 
ery in  consummation  of  the  sale  or  offer.  This  made  it  an  act 
of  interstate  commerce.  TJ.  8,  v.  Swift  &  Co.  122  Fed.  629 ; 
Swift  &  Co,  V.  U.  8.  196  U.  S.  375;  U.  8.  v.  Addyston  P. 
&  8.  Co.  85  Fed.  271,  294,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A.  122 ; 
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Rohbins  v.  Shelby  Co.  Tax.  Dist.  120  U.  S.  489 ;  Butler  Bros. 
8.  Co.  V.  U.  8.  B.  Co.  156  Fed.  1,  16;  Miller  v.  Goodman,  91 
Tex.  41,  40  S.  W.  718;  Cook  v.  Borne  B.  Co.  98  Ala-  409, 
413,  12  South.  918 ;  Ware  v.  Hamilton  Brown  8.  Co.  92  Ala. 
145,  9  South.  136;  Culberson  v.  Am.  T.  &  B.  Co.  107  Ala. 
457,  19  South.  34 ;  Cooper  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  113  U.  S. 
727;  Emert  v.  Missouri,  156  U.  S.  296,  319;  Brennan  v. 
Titusville,  153  U.  S.  289 ;  Caldwell  v.  North  Carolina,  187 
U.  S.  622,  632;  Kehrer  v.  Stewart,  197  U.  S.  60;  State  v. 
Trotinan,  142  N.  C.  662,  55  S.  E.  599 ;  Stoulenhurgh  %\  Hen- 
nick,  129  U.  S.  141 ;  Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129 ;  Ex 
parte  Loeb,  72  Fed.  G57;  State  v.  Lagarde,  60  Fed.  186; 
Carstairs  v.  O'Donnell,  154  Mass.  357 ;  Bloomin/fton  v,  Bour- 
land,  137  111.  534;  State  v.  Scott,  98  Tenn.  254,  39  S.  W.  1, 
36  L.  R.  A.  461 ;  Kirkpatrick  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  459, 
60  S.  W.  762;  French  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  222,  58  S.  W. 
1015 ;  Crutcher  v.  Kentucky.  141  U.  S.  47. 
The  motion  was  denied  March  30,  1909. 


Htoks  Printing   Company,   Respondent,   vs.    Wisconsin 
Centeax  Railway  Company,  Appellant 

February  IS— March  SO,  1909. 

Contracts:  Construction:  Written  and  printed  provisions:  Practical 
construction:  Illegality:  Railroads:  Advertising  to  he  paid  for 
in  transportation:  Accord  and  satisfaction, 

1.  Written  provisions  Inserted  In  a  printed  form  of  contract  are 

to  control  If  they  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  printed  por- 
tions. 

2.  The  practical  construction  of  a  contract  by  the  parties  acting 

under  It  Is  entitled  to  much  weight, 
t.  Where  a  contract  Is  fairly  open  to  two  constructions,  by  one  of 
which  It  would  be  lawful,  while  by  the  other  It  would  be  un- 
lawful and  one  party  would  be  subjected  to  a  forfeiture,  the 
former  construction  should  be  adopted. 
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4.  Plaintiff  agreed  to  publish  In  Its  newspaper,  during  the  year 
1906,  advertising  matter  (time  cards,  etc.)  as  the  same  might 
be  furnished  by  the  defendant  railway  company,  "to  be  charged 
at  regular  rates  to  the  amount  of  $400;"  and  "In  full  considera- 
tion of  the  above  advertising"  defendant  agreed  "to  Issue  in 
payment  $400  worth  of  transportation."  The  words  first  above 
quoted  were  written  into  the  printed  form  of  contract  furnished 
by  defendant,  and  had  not  appeared  In  previous  contracts  be- 
tween the  parties.  This  was  the  first  contract  made  between 
them  after  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905,  had  made  it  unlawful  for  a 
railway  company  to  charge  one  person  or  corporation  a  higher 
rate  than  another  for  transportation  and  had  Imposed  a  for- 
feiture for  so  doing.  In  November,  1906,  plaintiff  wrote,  stating 
that  it  had  given  defendant  a  great  deal  more  advertising  than 
the  contract  called  for,  and  asked  as  a  favor  that  defendant 
increase  the  contract  to  the  amount  of  $50.  This  request  was 
granted,  and  a  supplementary  contract  made  amending  the 
original  contract  accordingly.  The  value  of  the  advertising 
during  the  year  at  regular  rates  was  more  than  $1,600.    Held: 

(1)  The  advertising  done  was  covered  by  the  express  con- 
tract. 

(2)  The  words  written  Into  the  form  of  contract  as  stated 
would  Indicate  that  plaintiff  might  charge  for  advertising  done 
in  excess  of  $400,  but  the  practical  construction  placed  by 
plaintiff  on  the  contract  when  he  obtained  the  amendment  would 
Indicate  the  contrary;  these  two  considerations  largely  neu- 
tralizing each  other. 

(3)  In  that  situation,  since  a  construction  of  the  contract 
which  would  deprive  plaintiff  of  the  right  to  charge  more  than 
$400  would  make  it  unlawful  and  subject  defendant  to  a  for- 
feiture under  the  act  of  1905,  it  must  be  construed  as  entitling 
plaintiff  to  charge  the  full  value  of  the  advertising  in  excess 
of  what  was  paid  for  in  transportation. 

(4)  There  being  no  controversy  between  the  parties  when 
the  supplemental  contract  was  made  in  November,  1906,  and 
no  settlement  then  made  of  any  existing  dispute,  that  transac- 
tion did  not  constitute  an  accord  and  satisfaction. 

[5.  Whether  advertising  could  be  received  in  payment  for  transpor- 
tation under  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905,  not  determined.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago coimty:  Geo.  W.  Buenell,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  plaintiff  publishes  a  newspaper  at  Oshkosh,  Wisconsin, 
and  the  defendant  is  a  railway  company.    For  several  years 
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preceding  1906  the  plaintiil  did  advertising  for  the  defend- 
ant, which  was  paid  for  in  transportation.  The  advertising  in 
a  general  way  consisted  of  publishing  time  cards  and  such  an- 
nouncements as  the  railway  company  desired  to  make.  In 
December,  1905,  the  defendant  forwarded  to  the  plaintiff 
written  duplicate  unsigned  contracts  for  execution  intended  to 
cover  the  year  1906.  Certain  changes  were  made  therein  by 
plaintiff,  and  the  contracts  as  changed  were  delivered  to  the 
agent  of  the  defendant  and  were  forwarded  to  it  for  signature, 
and  were  signed  by  the  defendant  as  amended,  and  one  of  the 
duplicates  was  returned  to  the  plaintiff.  The  1906  contract 
as  amended  was  different  in  one  particular,  which  will  be 
referred  to  in  the  opinion,  from  the  prior  contracts  made 
between  the  parties.  Apparently,  about  November,  1906, 
transportation  had  been  furnished  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount 
provided  for  in  the  contract.  On  November  8,  1906,  the 
plaintiff  wrote  the  defendant  that  it  would  very  much  like  to 
increase  the  contract  to  the  amount  of  $50.  As  a  result  of 
such  request  a  supplementary  contract  was  then  made  be- 
tween the  parties,  reading  as  follows : 

"The  undersigned  hereby  agree  that^  on  account  of  addi- 
tional space  required  by  the  Wisconsin  Central  Railway  Comr 
pany  for  reading  notices  and  display  advertisements  during 
the  year  1906,  the  amount  of  contract  appended  hereto  is 
hereby  amended  and  increased  to  provide  for  the  payment  by 
the  Wisconsin  Central  Railway  to  the  publisher,  whose  signa- 
ture appears  below,  of  transportation  to  the  amount  of  $50  in 
addition  to  amount  called  for  in  original  contract" 

The  plaintiff  offered  proof  on  the  trial  tending  to  show  that 
the  advertising  done  by  it  for  the  defendant  for  the  year  1906 
at  its  regular  rates  of  charge  amounted  to  $1,612.90,  and  the 
referee  and  the  court  found  the  fact  to  be  in  accordance  with 
this  testimony.  The  plaintiff  brought  suit  on  quantum 
meruit  to  recover  the  alleged  balance  due  it  for  advertising 
over  and  above  the  amount  provided  for  in  the  original  and 
supplementary  contracts,  to  wit^  the  sum  of  $450.    Plaintiff 
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was  awarded  judgment  in  the  sum  of  $1,162,90,  together  with 
interest  thereon  to  January  1,  1907.  From  such  judgment 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  appellant  insists  that  the  court  erred  (1)  in  the  can- 
stniction  placed  upon  the  original  contract;  and  (2)  in  fail- 
ing to  find  that  the  supplementary  contract  constituted  an  ac- 
cord and  satisfaction  of  the  claim  upon  which  suit  is  brought. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Walter  D,  Corrigaai,, 
\Y.  A.  Hayes,  and  Clifton  Williams,  and  oral  argument  by 
Mr.  Hayes.  To  the  point  that  the  making  of  the  supplemental 
contract  amounted  to  an  accord  and  satisfaction^  they  cited 
ContinejUal  Nat,  Bank  v.  McQeoch,  92  Wis.  286,  312,  314; 
Kercheval  v.  Doty,  31  Wis.  476,  484,  487 ;  Sharp  v.  Mauston^ 
92  Wis.  629,  631;  Wheeler  v.  Meriden  C.  Co.  23  Wis.  684; 
Zimmer  v.  Becker,  66  W^is.  527,  531 ;  Woodford  v.  Marshall, 
72  Wis.  129;  Galusha  v.  Sherman,  105  Wis.  263,  268;  Per- 
kins V.  Owen,  123  Wis.  238,  244. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Hume  &  Oellerich. 

Babnes,  J.  The  contract  involved  on  this  appeal  stated  ia 
precise  terms  that  it  commenced  January  1,  1906,  and  ter- 
minated December  31,  1906.  The  principal  controversy 
arises  over  the  meaning  of  the  following  paragraph  in  tho 
contract: 

"Party  of  the  second  part  hereby  agrees  to  publish  in  the 
aforesaid  publication  during  the  life  of  this  contract,  advertis- 
ing in  the  form  of  time  cards,  display,  or  readers,  as  may  be 
furnished  from  time  to  time,  necessary  and  desirable  changes 
in  said  advertisements  to  be  made  on  the  request  of  and  witii- 
out  expense  to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  and  to  be  charged  at. 
regular  rates  to  the  amount  of  $400.  In  full  consideration 
of  the  above  advertising,  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to  issue 
in  payment  $400  worth  of  transportation.  .  .  ." 

The  plaintiflF  contends  that  the  contract  covered  advertising 
to  be  charged  for  at  regular  rates  to  the  amount  of  $400  only. 
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.and  that  it  is  entitled  to  recover  on  quantum  meruit  for  all 
advertising  done  during  the  life  of  the  contract  in  excess  of 
such  amount.  The  defendant  claims  that  transportation  fur- 
nished to  the  amount  of  $400  was  in  full  payment  of  all  adver- 
tising of  the  character  specified  during  the  term  covered  by  the 
<;ontract,  and  that  the  clause,  "to  be  charged  at  regular  rates 
to  the  amount  of  $400,"  is  a  mere  designation  of  the  value  of 
the  consideration  passing  from  each  to  the  other.  The  plaint- 
iff agreed  to  publish  during  the  life  of  the  contract — ^that  ia, 
from  January  1,  1906,  to  December  31,  1906 — ^advertising 
matter  as  the  same  might  be  furnished.  This  undertaking 
seems  to  be  absolute,  so  that  the  advertising  done  was  covered 
by  the  written  contract  The  phrase,  "to  be  charged  at  regular 
rates  to  the  amount  of  $400,"  does  not  obviate  the  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  publisher  to  publish  the  advertisements  fur- 
nished during  the  year  1906.  It  does  leave  the  contract  am- 
biguous as  to  whetlier  the  publisher  might  charge  for  adver- 
tising done  in  excess  of  the  $400.  But  the  next  sentence  in 
the  contract  contains  the  following  provision:  "In  full  con- 
sideration of  the  above  advertising,  party  of  the  first  part 
-agrees  to  issue  in  payment  $400  worth  of  transportation."  So 
we  have  the  anomalous  situation  of  the  plaintiff  agreeing  to 
publish  during  the  year  1906  such  "time  cards"  and  "readers" 
as  might  be  furnished  by  the  railway  company,  and  to  receive 
in  payment  for  such  service  $400  worth  of  transportation, 
coupled  with  a  provision  that  the  advertising  matter  furnished 
was  to  be  "charged  at  regular  rates  to  the  amount  of  $400." 
There  is  no  claim  that  any  advertising  was  done  during  the 
year  that  did  not  fall  within  the  designation  of  "time  cards, 
display,  or  readers"  mentioned  in  tiie  contract. 

Obviously  there  is  an  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  contract, 
because  it  is  not  clear  from  its  terms  whether  the  advertising 
done  in  excess  of  $400  is  to  be  paid  for  by  the  defendant  other- 
wise tlian  in  transportation,  or  whether  the  $400  in  transpor- 
tation is  intended  to  cover  aU  advertising  done  regardless  of 
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its  value.  Eecurring  to  extraneous  matters  dehors  the  con- 
tract, we  are  not  greatly  aided  in  arriving  at  a  true  construc- 
tion of  the  instrument  The  parties  had  been  doing  business 
for  several  years,  but  none  of  their  contracts  prior  to  the  one 
we  are  considering  contained  the  clause  ^^to  be  charged  at  reg- 
ular rates  to  the  amount  of  $400.''  This  clause  is  meaningless 
if  the  defendant's  construction  of  the  document  is  adopted, 
and  it  is  only  fair  to  assume  that  the  parties  meant  something 
when  they  inserted  it  in  their  contract  for  1906.  The  fact  of 
its  insertion  strongly  tends  to  support  plaintiff's  construction. 
This  view  gains  additional  support  from  the  fact  that  the 
clause  we  are  considering  was  written  into  the  printed  form 
of  contract  furnished  by  the  defendant.  It  is  a  canon  of  con- 
struction that  where  a  contract  "is  written  in  part  and  printed 
in  part,  as  where  it  has  been  filled  in  upon  a  printed  form, 
the  parties  usually  pay  much  more  attention  to  the  written 
parte  than  to  the  printed  parts.  Accordingly,  if  the  written 
provisions  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  printed,  the  written 
provisions  control."  2  Page,  Contracte,  §  1119,  and  cases 
cited ;  OilbeH  v.  Stochman,  76  Wis.  62,  65,  44  N.  W.  845. 
On  the  contrary,  the  practical  construction  placed  on  the 
agreement  by  the  plaintiff  strongly  tends  to  support  the  con- 
tention of  the  defendant  that  the  parties  intended  that  the 
entire  compensation  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  limited  to  $400 
in  transportation.  This  is  shown  by  plaintiff's  letter  of  No- 
vember 8,  1906,  in  which  it  stated  that  it  had  given  the  de- 
fendant a  great  deal  more  advertising  than  its  contract  called 
for,  and  requested  as  a  favor  that  $50  worth  of  additional 
transportation  be  given  it,  as  well  as  by  some  other  circum- 
stances of  minor  importance.  The  request  for  the  additional 
transportation  was  granted.  While  either  of  the  facts  alluded 
to  might  be  persuasive  if  the  other  were  absent,  they  largely 
neutralize  each  other  and  do  not  afford  any  very  satisfactory 
explanation  of  the  ambiguity. 

It  is  a  verity  in  the  case  that  the  value  of  the  advertising 
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-done  by  the  plaintiff  amounted  to  over  $1,600.  If  we  adopt 
the  construction  urged  upon  us  by  the  defendant,  then  the 
contract  is  clearly  unlawful  and  void  and  the  defendant  is 
liable  to  a  large  penalty  for  having  made  and  carried  it  out. 
By  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905,  the  defendant  is  required  to  file 
tariffs  showing  its  charges  for  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers (sec  4),  and  it  is  made  unlawful  for  it  to  diarge,  de- 
mand, collect^  or  receive  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  the 
<5arriage  of  passengers  than  that  specified  in  the  tariffs  (sec.  4, 
subd.  c)y  and  in  the  event  of  its  demanding  from  any  person 
or  corporation  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  any  service 
rendered  in  the  transportation  of  persons  than  that  prescribed 
in  the  published  tariffs,  or  than  it  charges,  collects,  or  receives 
from  any  other  person  or  corporation  for  a  like  and  contem- 
poraneous service,  it  is  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which 
is  declared  to  be  unlawful,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  must 
forfeit  and  pay  into  the  state  treasury  not  less  than  $100  nor 
more  than  $10,000  (sec.  22).  It  needs  no  argument  to  show 
that  if  the  contract  under  consideration  required  plaintiff  to 
pay  four  times  as  muA  for  the  transportation  used  by  its  of- 
ficers and  servants  as  the  public  was  called  upon  to  pay  gen- 
erally, the  contract  was  in  plain  contravention  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  law  in  question.  It  is  significant  that  the  change 
in  form  was  made  in  the  first  contract  entered  into  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  referred  to.  The  construction  now  con- 
tended for  by  defendant  leads  it  "from  the  frying  pan  into 
the  fire." 

If  the  contract  in  question  were  reasonably  plain,  the  results 
that  might  follow  from  its  interpretation  could  make  no  dif- 
ference in  placing  the  proper  construction  thereon.  But  it 
is  not 

**When  the  terms  of  a  contract  are  indefinite,  uncertain,  and 
susceptible  of  two  constructions,  and  by  giving  them  one  con- 
struction one  of  the  parties  would  be  subjected  to  a  forfeit- 
ure, and  by  giving  them  the  other  no  such  forfeiture  would 
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be  incurred  and  no  injustice  would  be  done  to  the  other  party, 
the  contract  should  be  so  construed  as  not  to  create  the  forfeit- 
ure." Jacobs  V.  Spalding,  71  Wis.  177,  190,  36  N.  W.  608 ; 
Weidner  v.  Standard  L.  &  A.  Ins.  Co.  130  Wis.  10,  19,  110 
N .  W.  246 ;  Appleton  I.  Co.  v.  British  Am.  Assur.  Co.  46 
Wis.  23,  1  N.  W.  9,  60  N.  W.  1100;  Wier  v.  Simmons,  55 
Wis.  687,  13  N.  W.  873. 

If  one  construction  will  make  a  contract  legal  and  another 
will  make  it  illegal,  the  former  construction  is  to  be  preferred. 
Alfree  v.  Gates,  82  Iowa,  19,  47  N.  W.  993;  Pitney  v.  Bol- 
ton, 45  K".  J.  Eq.  639,  18  AtL  211 ;  North  Pac.  L.  Co.  v. 
Spore,  44  Oreg.  462,  75  Pac  890 ;  Wyait  v.  Larimer  &  W.  I. 
Co.  18  Colo.  298,  33  Pac  144,  36  Am.  St  Eep.  280;  3  Page, 
Contracts,  §  1120.  This  court  has  said  that  "where  a  con- 
tract is  fairly  open  to  two  constructions,  by  one  of  which  it 
would  be  lawful  and  the  other  unlawful,  the  former  must  be 
Adopted."  Waters  v.  McOuigan,  72  Wis.  155, 157,  39  N.  W. 
U2)Hohhs  V.  McLean,  117  U.  S.  567,  6  Sup.  Ct  870;  U.  S. 
V.  Cent.  Pac.  R.  Co.  118  U.  S.  235,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1038. 

It  is  argued  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  contract  was 
void  ab  initio  under  the  interstate  conunerce  act,  because  the 
defendant  could  not  contract  to  receive  anything  but  money  in 
payment  for  transportation,  and  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  quantum  meruit  as  if  no  express  contract  had  been 
made.  In  support  of  this  proposition,  we  are  cited  to  Tariff 
-Circular  No.  14a^  p.  43,  issued  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  as  placing  a  correct  construction  on  the  federal 
law.  Sec.  2  of  the  interstate  oonmaerce  act,  as  originally 
■drawn,  made  it  unlawful  for  any  conmaon  carrier  to  charge, 
■collect,  or  receive  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  any 
service  rendered  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  than  it 
•charged  other  persons  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service 
Tinder  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  the  differences  between  this  section 
iind  sec.  4  of  the  Wisconsin  law  are  not  material.  Prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  Hepburn  act  (Act  June  29, 1906,  ch.  3591, 
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34  U.  S.  Stats,  at  Large,  584,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stats.  Supp.  1907, 
p.  892)  the  federal  law  was  interpreted  to  permit  a  carrier  to 
exchahge  transportation  in  payment  for  advertising,  and  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  at  least  tacitly  assented  to 
such  construction.  The  Wisconsin  Railroad  Commission  like- 
wise ruled  under  our  law  that  the  statute  did  not  forbid  the 
exchange  of  transportation  for  advertising,  provided  the  ex- 
change was  equal  and  that  mileage  was  furnished  at  the  regu- 
lar rate  of  charge  equal  in  value  to  the  advertising  done  at  the 
usual  and  customary  rates  of  charge.  The  amendment  of 
1906  to  sec.  6  of  the  interstate  commerce  act  prohibited  a 
greater,  less,  or  different  compensation  being  charged  one 
party  than  was  charged  another  for  a  like  service  in  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  or  property.  The  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  construed  the  word  "different"  in  the  amended 
law  as  prohibiting  carriers  from  receiving  anything  but 
money  in  payment  for  transportation,  inasmuch  as  that  was 
the  only  common  medium  that  could  be  used.  It  evidently 
reached  the  conclusion  that  advertising  was  a  difiFerent  com- 
pensation for  mileage  than  money,  although  each  might  have 
the  same  value,  and  rule  54,  effective  September  15,  1906, 
was  promulgated  to  meet  the  existing  conditions.  This  case 
was  not  tried  to  fit  the  interstate  commerce  law  if  that  law 
had  been  properly  construed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Hep- 
bum  act 

It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  advertising  could  be 
received  in  payment  for  mileage  under  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905. 
The  carriers  and  the  commissions  with  which  they  had  to  deal 
construed  the  law  as  giving  the  right  of  exchange,  provided 
things  of  equal  value  were  swapped.  There  is  no  positive 
prohibition  in  the  law  against  making  such  exchange,  and,  un- 
less it  be  held  that  there  is  an  implied  one,  the  construction 
i:;iven  was  correct.  A  contract  made  to  exchange  transporta- 
tion for  advertising  of  equal  value  might  well  be  entered  into- 
in  perfect  good  faith  and  in  the  belief  that  it  was  legal. 
Xeither  legality  nor  good  faith  could  be  presimied  in  favor  of 
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a  contract  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  pay  four  times  what 
the  transportation  furnished  was  worth.  The  contract  being 
ambiguous,  we  think  that  construction  shoizld  be  adopted 
which  would  acquit  the  parties  of  entering  into  a  contract 
which  they  must  have  known  would  fall  under  the  ban  of  the 
law. 

We  fail  to  see  where  there  is  any  question  of  accord  and 
satisfaction  in  the  case.  There  was  no  controversy  of  any 
kind  between  the  parties  when  the  supplemental  contract  of 
iNTovember,  1906,  was  made,  and  no  settlement  was  made  of 
any  then  existing  dispute.  The  transaction  lacked  the  neces- 
sary elements  vital  to  an  accord  and  satisfaction.  It  follows 
that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  correct 

By  the  Court — ^Judgment  aflSrmed. 


Leasum,  Eespondent,  vs.  Gbben  Bat  &  Westeeii  Eail- 

BOAD,  Appellant. 

Itlarch  9— March  SO,  1909. 

Railroads:  Injury  to  passenffer  riding  in  car  with  live  itock. 

Defendant  had  contracted  to  carry  plaintiff's  live  stock  and  him- 
self in  charge  thereof  on  the  same  train,  which  had  a  passenger 
coach  attached.  Plaintiff  was  in  the  car  with  the  live  stock 
while  It  was  heing  switched  into  the  train,  and  was  thrown 
down  and  injured  hy  Its  heing  humped  against  the  other  cars. 
There  was  evidence  that,  after  such  collision,  the  conductor 
asked  plaintiff  if  he  was  all  right  and  could  go  ahead  with  the 
car,  to  which  plaintiff  replied  that  he  thought  so,  and  he  was 
then  permitted  to  ride  in  the  car  to  its  destination;  also  that  a 
hrakeman  who  had  had  orders  from  the  agent  to  switch  the 
car  into  the  train  and  who  superintended  that  work  knew  that 
plaintiff  was  in  the  car  and  asked  him  If  everything  was  all 
right  as  they  were  ahout  to  hitch  on.  Held,  that  although  there 
was  no  express  contract,  no  actual  necessity,  and  no  custom 
shown  entitling  plaintiff  to  ride  in  the  car  with  the  stock,  yet 
the  jury  might  well  infer  from  the  evidence  that  the  contract 
was  in  harmony  with  the  conduct  of  the  parties  thereunder, 
and  might  find  that  plaintiff  was  Justified  in  supposing  that 
he  was  rightly  in  the  car  and  hence  was  not  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  being  there. 
Vol.  138  —  38 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Trem- 
pealeau county:  J.  J.  Feuit,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  hrought  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to 
person  and  to  property.  Only  so  much  of  the  controversy  as 
relates  to  injury  to  the  person  is  involved  on  this  appeal. 

The  plaintiff  loaded  a  car  containing  household  goods,  a 
cow,  and  some  chickens,  at  Whitehall,  Wisconsin,  for  ship- 
ment to  Keokuk,  Iowa.    The  car  waa  loaded  about  7 :30  o'clock 
on  the  morning  of  September  2,  1905,  and  was  to  be  carried 
by  a  west-bound  accommodation  train  to  which  a  passenger 
coach  was  attached  for  the  carriage  of  passengers.  This  train 
arrived  at  Whitehall  about  one  hour  and  thirty  minutes  after 
the  car  was  loaded.     In  the  meantime  the  car  had  been 
switched  to  a  convenient  position  for  being  attached  to  the 
west-bound  train  by  the  engine  of  another  freight  train.    The 
plaintiff  was  in  the  car  at  the  time  it  was  switched  and  talked 
with  one  of  the  brakemen  of  the  freight  train.     His  evidence 
fairly  shows  that  at  the  time  the  west-bound  train  arrived 
which  was  to  carry  the  car  in  question  the  household  goods 
had  been  arranged  in  the  car.    There  is  no  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  any  of  the  employees  engaged  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  west-bound  train  knew  of  the  presence  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  car  when  the  same  was  switched  into  the  train 
in  which  it  was  to  be  carried.     In  backing  the  car  into  the 
train  the  connection  between  the  car  and  the  engine  broke,  the 
air  brakes  refused  to  work,  and  the  car  was  run  against  the 
other  cars  of  the  train  that  were  standing  on  the  track,  with 
considerable  force,  so  that  plaintiff  claimed  he  was  thrown 
down  and  received  injuries  for  which  the  suit  was  brought 

The  plaintiff  paid  to  the  defendant  $38  in  consideration 
for  transporting  the  car  and  himself  from  Whitehall  to  Keo- 
kuk. The  complaint  alleged  that  in  consideration  of  such  pay- 
ment the  defendant  "agreed  to  carry  the  said  plaintiff  in 
charge  of  said  live  stock  on  the  train  where  the  same  was  so 
carried,  from  Whitehall,  Wisconsin,  to  Keokuk,  Iowa."  This 
allegation  of  the  complaint  was  admitted  by  the  answer.  The 
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trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plainti£F,  as- 
sessing his  damages  at  $500. 

Numerous  errors  are  assigned,  but  counsel  for  appellant 
stated  on  the  oral  argument  that  all  such  errors  were  waived, 
except  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant  a  nonsuit  or  to  direct 
a  verdict  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for 
the  injuries  sustained,  for  the  following  reasons:  (1)  That 
the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  nor  notice  that  the  plaintiff 
was  riding  in  the  car  in  question;  (2)  that  such  car  was  not 
one  provided  for  the  carriage  of  persons;  and  (3)  that  said 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  occupy  the  car  at  the  time  of  the 
injury. 

John  C.  Oavency  and  B.  8.  Oowie,  for  the  appellant,  cited, 
among  other  cases,  Ohio  &  if.  B.  Co.  v.  Hatton,  60  Ind.  12 ; 
III  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  O'Keefe,  168  111.  116,  48  N.  E.  294; 
Mendenhall  v.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  B.  Co.  66  Kan.  438,  71  Pac. 
846 ;  Wcdker  v.  Ch-een,  60  Kan.  20,  56  Pac.  477 ;  Chicago  & 
E.  B.  Co.  V.  Field,  7  Ind.  App.  172,  34  K  E.  406;  McNa- 
mara  v.  0.  N.  B.  Co.  61  Minn.  296,  63  N.  W.  726;  Texas  & 
P.  B.  Co.  V.  Black,  87  Tex.  160,  27  S.  W.  118 ;  2  Hutchinson, 
Carriers,  sec.  999;  McOraw  v.  Bailway  Co.  135  N.  C.  264; 
Mo.,  K.  &  T.  B.  Co.  V.  Williams,  91  Tex.  255;  Atchison,  T. 
d  8.  F.  B.  Co.  V.  Lindley,  42  Kan.  714,  22  Pac.  703. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Anderson  &  Ekem, 
and  oral  argument  by  H.  L.  Ekem. 

Baeistes,  J.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  person  desiring  to 
become  a  passenger  on  a  railway  train  must  enter  one  of  the 
coaches  or  cars  set  apart  for  passengers,  and,  if  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  agents  of  the  railway  company  he  seeks  to 
ride  on  some  other  portion  of  the  train  and  is  injured,  he  can- 
not recover  damages  on  account  of  the  mere  negligence  of  the 
carrier.  4  Elliott,  Eailroads  (2d  ed.)  §  1578,  and  cases 
cited;  2  Hutchinson,  Carriers,  §  999,  and  cases  cited;  Jenk- 
ins V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B.  Co.  41  Wis.  112. 

Where  the  agent  of  a  railway  company  makes  a  contract 
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with  the  shipper  of  live  stock  by  which  such  shipper  is  per- 
mitted to  ride  in  the  same  car  with  the  stock,  such  contract 
is  binding  upon  the  company  if  the  agent  was  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  apparent  authority  in  making  it>  particularly 
where  it  is  shown  that  it  was  usual  and  customary  for  shippers 
of  live  stock  to  ride  in  the  car  with  the  animals.  Such  shipper 
is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  riding  in  such  car 
if  it  appears  that  it  was  reasonably  common  and  consistent 
with  his  employment  for  him  to  do  so.  Lawson  v.  G.,  St. 
P.,  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  64  Wis.  447,  24  N.  W.  618;  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Winters,  175  111.  293,  61  N.  E.  901;  OrcuU  v. 
N.  P.  R.  Co.  45  Minn.  308,  47  N.  W.  1068. 

Where  a  party  who  accompanies  live  stock  to  care  for  the 
same  rides  most  of  the  time  in  the  caboose,  but  finds  it  neces- 
sary to  ride  in  tlie  car  with  the  stock  a  portion  of  the  time  in 
order  to  care  for  them,  and  he  is  injured  while  so  doing,  he  is 
not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and  the  liability  of  the^ 
carrier  for  injuries  suffered  by  him  is  no  different  from  what 
it  would  be  if  he  had  been  injured  while  riding  in  the  portion 
of  the  train  provided  for  the  carriage  of  passengers.  Water- 
man  v.  C.  £  A.  R.  Co.  82  Wis.  613,  634,  52  K  W.  947, 1136. 

A  contract  limiting  tlie  liability  of  the  carrier  to  $500  for 
injuries  sustained  by  a  party  accompanying  live  stock  is  void 
as  against  public  policy,  inasmuch  as  such  party  is  a  pas- 
senger for  hire.  Feldschneider  v.  C,  M.  &  8t  P.  B.  Co. 
122  Wis.  423,  432,  99  N.  W.  1034;  Davis  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  93  Wis.  470,  67  N.  W.  16,  1132. 

No  express  contract  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  ride  in  the 
same  car  with  his  cow  and  chickens  is  showiL  It  is  made  a 
verity  by  the  pleadings  that  he  had  paid  for  his  passage  on 
the  train,  but  this  does  not  establish  a  contract  for  carriage  in 
a  freight  car.  We  hardly  think  that  there  is  any  affirmative 
eWdence  showing  any  actual  necessity  for  the  plaintiff  to  be 
in  the  car  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  No  evidence  was  of- 
fered showing  any  custom  on  the  part  of  shippers  to  ilde  in 


30]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  697 

Leasum  y.  Green  Bay  &  W.  R  B.  138  Wis.  593. 

the  car  oontaining  their  live  stock.  The  case  is  almost  barren 
of  proof  showing  a  contract,  a  custom,  or  a  necessity  which  en- 
titled plaintiff  to  ride  in  this  particular  car,  and  were  it  not 
for  one  or  two  items  of  testimony  to  which  we  will  now  allude 
this  judgment  could  not  be  sustained. 

The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  shows  that,  after  the  collision 
•occurred,  the  conductor  of  the  train  asked  plaintiff  if  he  was 
all  rig^t  and  could  go  ahead  with  the  car,  to  which  plaintiff  re- 
plied that  he  thought  so;  that  he  was  permitted  to  ride  in  the 
freight  car,  without  objection  or  without  protest,  from  White- 
hall to  East  Winona  on  the  defendant's  road,  and  from  thence 
to  Keokuk  on  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Railroad, 
and  that  he  occupied  tite  car  on  his  journey  from  Saturday 
morning  at  9  o'clock  until  the  following  Monday  morning. 
The  attitude  of  the  conductor  of  the  train  which  carried  the 
plaintiff  from  Whitehall  was  not  consistent  with  any  assump- 
tion other  than  the  one  that  plaintiff  was  in  the  car  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right  It  was  the  duty  of  this  conductor  to  examine 
the  transportation  of  the  plaintiff.  He  knew  that  he  had  been 
at  least  slightly  injured  while  in  the  freight  car  before  his 
train  left  Whitehall.  If  that  transportation  or  the  custom  of 
the  company  did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  ride  where  the 
<5onductor  found  him  and  afterwards  permitted  him  to  ride, 
it  is  fair  to  assume  that  he  would  have  requested  plaintiff  to 
occupy  the  portion  of  the  train  provided  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  passengers.  It  is  true  the  conductor  testified  that  he 
told  plaintiff  he  could  not  ride  in  this  car,  and  that  he  only 
permitted  him  to  do  so  because  plaintiff  informed  him  that  he 
wanted  to  remain  in  the  car  awhile  and  fix  things  up.  The 
plaintiff  denies  that  the  conductor  made  any  suggestion  that 
he  should  not  ride  in  the  freight  car,  and  it  is  undisputed  that 
be  did  ride  in  it  until  It  was  switched  out  of  the  train  at  East 
Winona  and  thereafter  until  it  reached  KeokuL  Under  this 
state  of  the  proof  the  jury  might  well  infer  that  the  contract 
of  carriage  was  in  harmony  with  the  conduct  of  the  parties 
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thereunder,  and  that  the  construction  placed  thereon  by  the 
parties  was  in  accordance  with  its  terms. 

Tlie  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  further  shows  that  he  saw 
and  talked  with  the  brakeman  of  the  freight  crew  while  the 
car  was  being  put  in  place  by  the  freight  engine  preparatory 
to  being  coupled  to  the  west-bound  train,  and  that  the  brake- 
man  asked  him  if  everything  was  all  right  as  they  were  about 
to  hitch  on.  This  evidence  was  disputed,  and  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  determine  the  fact.  The  brakeman  testified  that  he  had 
orders  from  the  agent  to  switch  the  car  containing  Mr.  Lea- 
sum  onto  the  west-bound  train  and  that  he  did  switch  it  onto 
that  train.  He  watched  the  brakeman  of  the  west-bound  train 
couple  the  car  onto  the  engine  hauling  such  train.  Having 
been  instructed  by  the  agent  to  switch  the  car  in  question  onto 
the  west-bound  train,  and  having  apparently  superintended 
such  work,  the  inference  is  well-nigh  conclusive  that  he  gave 
the  engineer  and  brakeman  of  such  train  to  understand  that 
the  car  was  ready  to  be  moved  in  the  condition  it  was  with  the 
plaintiff  therein.  No  request  was  made  of  the  plaintiff  to  va- 
cate the  car.  It  may  well  be,  as  contended  by  appellant,  that 
a  brakeman  cannot  ordinarily  waive  the  rules  adopted  by  his 
employer  regarding  the  carriage  of  passengers,  and  that  notice 
to  him  of  a  fact  or  condition  may  not  always  be  notice  to  his 
principal.  But  it  is  apparent  that  it  was  his  duty  in  this  case 
to  ascertain  whether  the  car  in  question  was  in  proper  condi- 
tion to  be  switched,  and,  if  it  was,  to  move  it.  Otherwise  it 
was  apparently  his  duty  to  let  it  remain  where  it  was.  Hav- 
ing ascertained  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  car  with  his  goods 
and  live  stock,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  conduct  of  the  defendant's  employees  was  such  that  plaint- 
iff was  justified  in  inferring  that  he  was  rightly  in  the  car. 
We  conclude  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  in  the  record 
to  sustain  the  findings  of  the  jury  to  the  effect  that  the  plaint- 
iff was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

By  the  Court, — Judgment  affirmed 
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B&ATZ,  Appellant,  vs.  Staek,  Eespondent 

March  9--March  SO,  1909, 

VegHgence:  Fires:  Evidence:  Special  i>erdict:  Omissions:  Waiver. 

1.  In  an  action  for  damages  on  account  of  a  fire  alleged  to  have 

been  negligently  started  by  defendant  on  his  own  land  and 
negligently  allowed  to  escape  onto  plaintiff's  adjoining  land,  the 
evidence  is  held  to  sustain  a  verdict  finding  that  the  fire  was 
not  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 

2.  A  special  verdict  In  such  case  finding  that  the  fire  which  started 

on  defendant's  lands  and  burned  over  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  caused  by  negligence  of  the  defendant,  is  held  to  have 
covered  the  question  whether  that  fire  started  by  reason  of  any 
negligence  of  defendant  in  starting  or  guarding  certain  brush 
pile  fires  from  which  it  was  claimed  the  fire  in  question  origi- 
nated; and.  the  evidence  being  undisputed  and  conclusive  that 
after  that  fire  was  discovered  no  efforts  would  have  availed  to 
prevent  its  spread  to  plaintiff's  land,  It  was  not  necessary  to 
submit  that  question  to  the  jury. 

3.  Under  sec.  285Sni,  Stats.   (Laws  of  1907,  ch.  346),  omission  to 

submit  any  controverted  question  in  the  special  verdict  is  not 
ground. for  reversal  if  there  was  no  specific  request  for  such 
submission.  A  finding  thereon  In  conformity  with  the  judg- 
ment will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  by  the  court,  and  If 
the  evidence  is  sufilcient  to  sustain  such  finding  it  will  not  be 
disturbed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Monroe 
county:  J.  J,  Fbuit,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Action  for  damages  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  a  fire  neg- 
ligently started  by  defendant  on  his  own  premises  and  negli- 
gently allowed  to  escape  unto  the  plaintiff's  timber  land  lying 
to  the  east  of  him.  The  evidence  disclosed,  without  much 
dispute,  that  about  1 :30  or  2  o'clock  a  forest  fire  was  discov- 
ered upon  a  forty  acres  belonging  to  defendant,  covered  with 
a  growth  of  brush  and  small  timber.  The  fire  ran  over  cer- 
tain of  plaintiff's  premises  lying  to  the  eastward  and  caused 
damage  thereto.  It  appeared  that  defendant  owned  other 
land  immediately  south  of  that  upon  which  the  fire  started^ 
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that  the  same  had  been  cleared  from  brush  and  the  brush 
gathered  into  piles,  and  that  the  morning  of  the  same  day  de- 
fendant had  burned  eight  of  these  piles  of  brush.  lie  tes- 
tified that  he  had  continued  his  attendance  on  them  from 
7  a.  m.  till  noon,  long  after  they  were  burned  to  ashes,  and 
that  no  fire  escaped  from  th^n  to  the  place  where  the  forest 
fire  was  found,  which  was  about  twenty-five  rods  from  the 
nearest  of  these  piles.  Much  evidence  was  given  as  to  me- 
teorological conditions  and  as  to  the  precautions  exercised 
by  defendant 

The  court  submitted  to  the  jury  a  special  verdict,  of  which 
but  one  question  was  answered,  and  that  in  the  negative,  to 
wit:  "Was  the  fire  that  started  on  defendant's  lands  on  Mav 
18,  1907,  and  which  burned  over  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff, 
caused  by  negligence  of  the  defendant  ?"  The  court  instructed 
the  jury  to  consider,  in  response  to  this  question,  both  whether 
defendant  was  negligent  in  causing  the  fire  or  in  permitting 
the  fire  to  escape  into  the  adjoining  woods,  and  that  they 
should  answer  affirmatively  if  they  found  negligence  in  either 
respect.  After  motions  to  reverse  the  answer  to  this  question 
and  for  a  new  trial,  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, from  which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

0.  M.  Perry,  for  the  appellant. 

Thorwald  P.  Abel,  for  the  respondent 

Dodge,  J.  The  only  error  which  is  both  assigned  and  ar- 
gued by  appellant  consists  in  permitting  the  verdict  to  stand 
in  defiance  of  asserted  uncontradicted  evidence  that  defend- 
ant negligently  caused  the  fire  which  damaged  plaintiff.  For 
convenience  we  will  refer  to  the  fires  started  by  the  defendant 
in  the  morning  to  bum  his  brush  as  the  "brush  pile  fires,"  and 
to  that  which  originated  in  the  afternoon  in  the  woods  on  de- 
fendant's land  as  the  "woods  fire."  There  was  no  direct  evi- 
dence how  the  latter  started.  It  is  argued  tliat  the  proximity 
oi  the  brush  pile  fires  was  such  that  an  inference  must  be 
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drawn  that  either  those  fires  escaped  and  ran  into  the  woods 
or  that  the  high  wind  blew  sparks  or  brands.  There  is  evi- 
dence which,  if  credited,  f ullj  negatives  the  former  theory, 
and  there  is  evidence  that  defendant  stayed  with  the  brush 
pile  fires  nntil  they  had  entirely  burned  out,  leaving  not  until 
nearly  noon.  There  is  also  evidence  that  defendant  did  noth- 
ing else  to  in  any  way  cause  the  woods  fire.  So  that  we  think 
there  was  evidence  at  least  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in 
absolving  defendant  from  any  responsibility  for  the  starting 
of  the  woods  fire,  whether  by  negligence  or  otherwise.  As  to 
any  negligence  in  permitting  the  woods  fire  to  escape  eastward 
unto  plaintiff's  land,  the  evidence  is  undisputed  that  at  the 
time  it  was  discovered  it  was  raging  before  a  high  westerly 
wind,  with  such  vehemence  that  no  human  efforts  could  have 
stayed  its  progress  to  the  leeward,  and  that  it  would  have  been 
not  only  futile  but  foolhardy  to  make  any  efforts  in  the  face  of 
that  fire.  Such  evidence  was  clearly  sufficient  to  at  least  make 
a  jury  question  whether  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in 
not  making  such  attempt.  Apart  from  such  omission  there  is 
no  suggestion  of  negligenca  This  assignment  of  error  cannot 
be  sustained. 

'  There  is  some  argument,  though  no  assignment  of  error, 
that  the  verdict  does  not  cover  the  issues,  since  the  one  an- 
swered question  of  the  special  verdict  does  not  inquire  as  to 
defendant's  negligence  in  permitting  fire  to  escape  after  it 
had  been  started.  We  have  no  doubt  that  the  question  in  the 
verdict  refers  to  the  woods  fire,  since  that  was  the  one  that 
escaped  unto  and  injured  plaintiff's  land.  Therefore  inquiry 
as  to  whether  that  fire  was  caused  by  defendant's  negligence 
did  submit  the  question  whether  any  negligence  of  his,  either 
in  starting  or  in  guarding  the  brush  pile  fires,  was  responsible 
for  originating  the  woods  fire ;  and  the  court  very  clearly  in- 
structed the  juiy  to  so  consider  the  evidence  in  answering  the 
question  submitted.  After  the  woods  fire  started  and  was  dis- 
covered, the  evidence  is  undisputed  and  conclusive  that  do 
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precautions  could  have  been  taken  or  efforts  made  of  any  effect 
to  prevent  its  escape  unto  plaintiff's  lands,  and  not  without 
unreasonable  danger  to  the  life  of  any  person  so  undertaking. 
Hence  there  was  no  occasion  to  submit  that  question  to  the 
jury.  In  any  event,  the  failure  to  submit  it,  even  in  the  pres- 
ence of  conflicting  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  re- 
quest by  appellant,  need  not  reverse  the  judgment;  for,  even  if 
the  evidence  is  not  conclusive,  it  is  sufficient  to  support  a  find- 
ing by  the  trial  court  that  there  was  no  negligence  in  permit- 
ting the  escape  of  that  fire,  which  finding  must  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made  in  obedience  to  ch.  346,  Laws  of  1907  (sec 
2858m,  Stats.) 

Certain  other  assignments  of  error  are  not  argued  and 
therefore  need  not  be  here  considered. 

By  the  Court. — ^Judgment  affirmed. 


EsTATx  OF  Moobe:  Moobe  and  another,  Appellants^  vs. 
MooEE,  Eespondent^ 

liarch  9— March  50,  1909. 

Wills:  Construction:  Codicil:  Cutting  down  gift  In  prior  provision: 
Precatory  words:  Costs, 

1.  A  will  gave  to  the  testator's  widow  and  bis  two  sons,  each  a  one- 

third  Interest  in  the  residue  of  the  estate.  A  codicil  provided 
that  one  son  "buy  out  and  pay  off  the  others  to  the  extent  of 
their  shares  so  that"  he  "will  be  the  owner  of  the  home  farm 
which  I  [testator]  value  at  about  $6,000."  Held,  that  the  cod- 
icil did  not  cut  down  the  gift  first  made»  but  was  precatory  only. 

2.  A  provision  of  a  will  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  cut  down  a 

gift  made  in  positive  and  clear  terms  in  a  prior  provision  unless 
it  does  80  by  the  use  of  words  definite  in  meaning  and  in  posi- 
tive terms  expressive  of  such  an  intent. 
8.  Generally,  in  a  contest  between  legatees  to  establish  their  rights 
under  a  will,  costs  should  be  awarded  to  the  successful  party. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Vemou 
county :  J.  J.  Fbuit,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

After  making  certain  bequests,  oonceming  whicli  no  quesr 
tion  is  raised,  the  will  in  question  provided  as  follows: 

"Third.  I  direct  that  all  the  rest^  residue  of  my  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  be  divided  into  three  equal  parts,  and  to  my^ 
beloved  wife,  Janie,  I  deliver,  devise  and  bequeath  one  part, 
to  be  in  lieu  of  dower  and  all  allowances  provided  by  law  for 
the  widow,  and  in  lieu  of  homestead,  and  to  be  her  property 
absolutely  and  in  fee. 

"Fourth.  I  devise  to  my  beloved  sons,  John  Moore  and 
Elmer  Moore,  each  the  one-third  part  of  my  estate;  it  being 
my  mtention  that  after  the  bequests  made  in  the  first  and 
second  paragraphs  above,  that  the  residue  of  my  estate  be 
divided  equally  between  my  beloved  wife,  Janie,  and  sons,. 
John  and  Elmer,  each  to  have  one  third  thereof." 

By  a  codicil  the  testator  provided  as  follows: 

"I  hereby  devise  and  give  to  Mrs.  Alice  McFarland 
$500.00  (five  himdred  dollars)  out  of  the  part  of  my  prop- 
erty that  my  will  directed  should  go  to  John  Moore  (i.  e.  out 
of  John  Moore's  share)." 

A  second  codicil  is  as  follows: 

"I,  James  Moore,  of  Stark,  while  in  sound  mind  and  mem- 
ory, hereby  further  provide  (concerning  the  fourth  paxagrapk 
of  my  will  of  July  17 th,  which  is  altered  by  a  codicil  of  De- 
cember 4th  by  a  $500  gift  to  Mrs.  Alice  McFarland  which  I 
wish  to  stand)  that  my  son,  Elmer  Moore,  buy  out  and  pay 
off  the  others  to  the  extent  of  their  shares  so  that  Elmer  will 
be  the  owner  of  the  home  farm  which  I  value  at  about 
$6,000." 

The  county  court  for  Vernon  county  construed  the  will  and 
codicils  as  giving  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  Elmer  upon  con- 
dition that  he  pay  the  widow,  Janie  Moore,  one  third  of  its 
value  (found  to  be  $1,566.66),  and  a  similar  amount,  less  the 
legacy  of  $500  to  Mrs.  Alice  McFarland,  to  John  Moore, 
Upon  John  Moore's  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  the  judgment 
of  the  county  court  was  reversed  and  the  county  court  was- 
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directed  to  assign  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  Janie  Moore, 
Elmer  Moore,  and  John  Moore  in  common.  This  is  an  ap- 
peal by  Mrs.  Janie  Moore  and  Elmer  Moore  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  circuit  court  so  rendered. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellants  on  the  brief  of 
J.  Henry  Bennett,  and  for  the  respondent  on  that  of  C  TT. 
(haves. 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  effect  of  the  second  codicil  in  connec- 
tion with  the  third  and  fourth  paragraphs  of  the  will  is  in 
dispute  between  the  parties.  After  making  some  specific  be- 
quests, the  testator  in  the  third  and  fourth  paragraphs  di- 
rected that  the  residue  of  his  estate  should  be  divided  into 
three  parts.  One  part  he  devised  to  his  wife,  in  lieu  of  dower, 
homestead  rights,  and  allowances  to  her  as  widow ;  the  remain- 
ing two  parts  he  devised  to  his  two  sons,  John  and  Elmer, 
"each  the  one-third  part  of  my  estate,"  expressly  declaring, 
"it  being  my  intention  .  •  .  that  the  residue  of  my  estate 
be  divided  equally  between  my  beloved  wife,  Janie,  and  sons, 
John  and  Elmer,  each  to  have  one  third  thereof."  Under  these 
provisions  it  is  clear  that  the  wife  and  the  two  sons  each  ob- 
tained a  fee  interest  to  a  one-third  part  of  the  residue  of  the 
estate.  In  the  second  codicil  the  testator  declares :  *T[  .  •  . 
hereby  further  provide  .  .  •  that  my  son,  Elmer  Moore, 
buy  out  and  pay  off  the  others  to  the  extent  of  their  shares  so 
that  Ehner  will  be  the  owner  of  the  home  farm  which  I  value 
at  about  $6,000."  The  county  court  held  that  the  testator 
thereby  intended  so  to  modify  the  will  as  to  give  Elmer  the 
right  to  buy  the  whole  interest  in  the  farm,  which  was  in- 
cluded in  the  residue  of  the  estate  under  the  third  and  fourth 
clauses  of  the  will,  thereby  to  impose  on  Ehner  the  burden  of 
paying  the  widow  and  John  each  the  one  third  of  its  actual 
value,  and  by  such  payment  to  secure  the  right  to  have  their 
interests  conveyed  to  him.  The  circuit  court  rejected  this 
view  upon  the  ground  that  the  context  of  the  second  codicil 
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showed  no  intent  in  the  testator  to  abrogate  or  restrict  the  in- 
terest in  the  residue  of  his  estate  devised  to  his  widow  and 
son  John  as  specified  in  paragraphs  3  and  4,  except  as  the 
first  codicil  concededly  modified  the  wilL 

The  latter  view  seems  to  us  to  express  the  true  intent  of  the 
testator.  The  context  of  the  codicil  makes  it  apparent  that  he 
had  in  mind  the  provisions  in  paragraphs  8  and  4  which  gave 
his  wife  and  son  John  each  a  one-third  interest  in  the  f arm^ 
as  he  declared,  "absolutely  and  in  fee."  The  language  of  the 
codicil  is:  "that  my  son,  Elmer  Moore,  buy  out  and  pay  off 
the  others  to  the  extent  of  their  shares  so  that  Elmer  will  be 
the  owner  of  the  home  farm  which  I  value  at  about  $6,000." 
This  clearly  evinces  that,  when  he  made  this  codicil,  he  in- 
tended that  the  widow  and  each  son  should  each  receive  and 
have  a  one-third  interest  in  the  farm,  but  that  he  desired  El- 
mer to  buy  out  the  interests  of  the  others.  It  is  therefore  ap- 
parent that  Elmer  did  not  receive  the  farm  under  the  will, 
but  only  a  one-third  interest  therein,  as  did  the  other  devisees. 
This  idea  of  the  testator  necessarily  negatives  the  claim  that 
he  intended  to  devise  to  Elmsr  the  whole  farm,  but  charged- 
with  the  burden  of  devises  to  the  widow  and  the  other  son, 
each  of  one  third  of  its  actual  value. 

If  the  testator  intended  that  the  whole  farm  should  go  to 
Elmsr  under  the  will  he  could  readily,  and  naturally  would, 
have  employed  language  which  would  have  expressed  such  an 
intention.  The  phraseology  employed  is  not  expressive  of 
such  an  object,  but  it  evinces  a  desire  that  Elm^r  buy  out  and 
purchase  from  the  wife  and  other  son  the  interest  in  the  farm 
devised  to  them.  This  in  effect  renders  the  words  precatory 
in  their  nature,  and  they  are  operative  only  as  a  recommenda- 
tion by  the  testator  to  his  devisees,  but  they  leave  compliance 
discretionary  with  the  parties. 

It  is  furthermore  to  be  observed  that  the  testator  fixed  no 
definite  value  on  the  farm  in  case  Elm^r  should  buy  out  the 
others,  leaving  it  to  the  parties  to  place  a  value  on  it  in  the 
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«vent  of  such  purchase.  The  provisions  of  the  will  show  that 
the  testator  understood  that  all  should  have  the  same  interest 
in  and  right  to  the  land.  This  gave  them  mutual  and  equal 
rights.  Tabor  v.  Tabor,  85  Wis.  313,  55  N.  W.  702;  Conlin 
V.  Sowards,  129  Wis.  320,  109  N.  W.  91.  The  terms  of  the 
codicil,  when  considered  in  connection  with  the  devises  under 
paragraphs  3  and  4,  fail  to  cut  down  the  gifts  made  in  these 
paragraphs.  It  is  a  well-recognized  rule  that  language  in  a 
provision  of  a  will  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  cut  down  a 
gift  made  in  positive  and  clear  terms  in  a  prior  provision,  un- 
less it  does  so  by  the  use  of  words  definite  in  meaning  and  in 
positive  terms  expressive  of  such  an  intent.  The  phraseology 
of  the  codicil  does  not  meet  this  requirement.  The  language 
employed  does  not  embody  the  idea  that  the  testator  intended 
to  cut  down  or  restrict  the  interest  in  the  farm  given  his 
widow  and  son  John  in  paragraphs  3  and  4.  Estate  of  Bellas, 
176  Pa.  St.  122,  34  Atl.  1003 ;  Clay  v.  Wood,  153  N.  Y.  134, 
47  K  E.  274;  Bilh  v.  Bills,  80  Iowa,  269,  45  K  W.  748; 
Est<Ue  of  Oranniss,  142  CaL  1,  75  Pac.  324.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  circuit  court  properly  held  that  under  the  will 
the  widow  and  the  two  sons  took  the  farm  in  common  and  that 
each  owned  one  third  thereof  absolutely  in  fee. 

Eegpecting  the  allowance  of  costs,  the  record  discloses  noth- 
ing to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  usual  contest  between 
legatees  to  litigate  and  establish  rights  to  a  testator's  property 
under  the  pro-visions  of  a  will.  There  is  nothing  in  the  na- 
ture of  this  contest  which  calls  for  exempting  the  litigants 
from  the  rules  applicable  to  and  governing  the  right  to  costs. 
The  circuit  court  properly  awarded  ooets  to  the  auooessful 
party. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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Maxwxll,  Respondent,  vs.  Town  of  Wellington,  imp., 

Appellant 

March  Q^Mareh  SO,  1909. 

Eighwayt:  Insufficiency:  Personal  injury:  Location  of  defect:  Amend- 
ment of  complaint:  Special  verdict:  Instructions  to  fury:  Ground 
of  action:  Negligence:  Remarks  of  court:  Immaterial  errors. 

1.  In  an  action  against  two  towns  for  Injuries  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  a  defect  in  an  east  and  west  highway,  the  stone  con- 
stituting the  defect  was  alleged  to  have  been  on  the  north  and 
south  town  line  between  the  towns.  On  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  such  stone  was  about  eighteen  Inches  west  of  the  town 
line,  wholly  within  one  town,  and  a  nonsuit  was  granted  as  to 
the  eastern  town.  It  appeared  also  that  the  stone  was  within 
the  limits  of  a  north  and  south  highway,  ^oUy  within  the 
western  town,  at  the  point  where  it  was  Intersected  by  the  east 
and  west  road.  Held,  that  it  was  not  error  to  permit  the  com- 
plaint to  be  amended,  after  plaintift  had  rested,  so  as  to  de- 
scribe the  defect  as  being  in  the  north  and  south  highxcay  at 
the  intersection  of  the  east  and  west  road,  and  to  admit  further 
evidence  as  to  the  location  and  condition  of  such  north  and 
south  highway. 

•2.  It  was  Immaterial  in  such  case  whether  plaintift  was  traveling 
along  or  across  the  defective  highway. 

Z,  A  question  In  the  special  verdict,  "Was  the  highway  at  the  place 
where  and  time  when  plaintifC  was  Injured  Insufficient  for  pub- 
lic use?"  is  held  to  have  fairly  submitted  the  issues,  so  that 
It  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  submit  the  question,  "Was  the  road 
running  north  and  south,  where  the  same  Intersects  the  east 
and  west  road,  insufficient  for  public  travel?"  although  it  was 
claimed  that  the  defect  was  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the 
north  and  south  traveled  track. 

4.  An  instruction,  relative  to  admissions  testified  to  as  having  been 

made  by  certain  of  plaintiff's  witnesses  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, to  the  effect  that  such  admissions  are  considered  In  law 
as  the  weakest  kind  of  evidence,  is  held,  even  if  not  giving 
fully  the  law  on  the  subject,  not  to  have  been  prejudicial  to 
defendant  If  more  specific  insti-uctions  were  desired  by  de- 
fendant they  should  have  been  requested. 

5.  There  being  evidence  that  the  stone  constituting  the  alleged  de- 

fect was  near  the  east  line  of  the  north  and  south  road,  but  in 
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such  close  proximity  to  the  traveled  track  at  the  point  of  In- 
tersection with  the  east  and  west  road  as  to  constitute  a  defect 
in  the  highway  at  such  Intersection,  an  instruction  stating  that 
"notwithstanding  a  road  may  contain  a  smooth  traveled  track 
of  sufficient  width,  still,  If  there  is  an  obstruction  or  declivity 
80  close  to  the  traveled  track  as  to  render  the  road  or  highway 
unsafe  for  those  traveling  thereon  In  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  the  highway  may  be  insufficient,"  is  held,  though  not  en^ 
tlrely  clear,  not  to  have  been  harmfuL 

6.  An  instruction  that  the  action  is  based  upon  negligence  of  the 

town  authorities  in  failing  to  lay  out,  open,  and  keep  in  repair 
the  highway  so  as  to  render  it  reasonably  safe  for  travel,  and 
that  the  jury  were  to  determine  under  all  the  evidence  whether 
such  insufficient  condition  was  not  only  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  town,  but  also  whether  such  condition  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's  injury,  is  held  not  to  have  been 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  although  not  strictly  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law,  in  that  the  liability  of  the  town  does  not 
rest  upon  its  negligence  but  upon  the  statute  declaring  It  liable 
if  the  damage  happens  by  reason  of  insufficiency  of  the  high- 
way. Marshall,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
action  is  not  founded  upon  insufficiency  of  the  highway  as  orig- 
inally constructed  but  upon  failure  to  keep  it  in  repair,  it  was 
strictly  correct,  under  the  decisions  of  this  court,  to  say  that 
the  action  was  based  on  negligence. 

7.  Language  of  the  trial  court,  after  giving  instructions  requested 

by  the  parties,  "Now,  I  will  come  back  to  my  own  instructions," 
is  disapproved  but  held  not  prejudicial  error* 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Monroe 
county:  J.  J.  Fruit,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  towns  of  Wellington 
and  Glendale,  in  Monroe  county,  Wisconsin,  to  recover  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  on  account 
of  a  defective  highway.  The  action  is  predicated  upon  the  al- 
leged negligence  of  the  towns  in  permitting  a  stone  to  remain 
in  the  highway,  thus  rendering  such  highway  defective  and 
insufficient.  Upon  the  trial  a  motion  for  nonsuit  was  granted 
in  favor  of  the  town  of  Glendale,  the  evidence  showing  that 
the  defect  in  the  highway  was  wholly  within  the  town  of 
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Wellington.  Upon  the  trial  the  jury  returned  the  following 
verdict : 

'^(1)  Was  the  place  where  the  accident  happened  within 
the  limits  of  the  town  of  Wellington?    A.  Yes. 

"(2)  Was  the  highway  at  the  place  where  and  time  when 
plaintiff  was  injured  insufficient  for  public  use?     A.  Yes. 

"(3)  If  you  answer  'Yes'  to  the  second  question,  did  the 
defendant  town  have  notice  of  such  insufficiency,  so  that  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  it  might  have  remedied  it 
before  the  plaintiff  was  injured  f    A.  Yes. 

"  (4)  If  you  answer  'Yes'  to  the  second  and  third  questions, 
was  such  insufficient  condition  of  the  highway  the  proximate 
cause  of  plaintiff's  injury?    A.  Yes. 

"(5)  Was  plaintiff  guilty  of  want  of  ordinary  care  which 
contributed  to  produce  her  injury  ?    A.  No. 

"(6)  Was  Mr.  Maxwell,  the  husband  of  this  plaintiff,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  to  plaintiff,  guilty  of  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  which  contributed  to  produce  her  injury?    A.  No. 

'^(7)  In  the  event  that  the  court  shall  finally  determine 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  at  what  sum  do  you 
assess  her  damages  ?    A.  $725." 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  by  the  defendant  and  de- 
nied, and  judgment  for  plaintiff  ordered  upon  the  verdict 
Judgment  was  rendered  accordingly,  from  which  this  appeal 
was  taken. 

Defendant  assigns  the  following  errors:  (1)  The  court  erred 
in  refusing  to  submit  to  the  jury  in  the  special  verdict  the 
questions  proposed  by  the  appellant  (2)  The  court  erred  in 
permitting  the  plaintiff  to  amend  her  complaint  on  the  trial. 
(3)  The  court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury  as  appears  by  the 
first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  exceptions  of  the  defendant  to 
the  charge.  (4)  The  court  erred  in  admitting  and  excluding 
testimony  against  the  objections  of  the  defendant. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  0.  W.  Graves,  at- 
torney, and  Masters,  Graves  &  Masters,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  C.  W.  Oran)es. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Oraham  &  Gra- 
ham, and  oral  argument  by  J,  G.  Graham. 
v'oL.  138  —  39 
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Keewin,  J.  It  is  first  insisted  th^t  the  court  erred  in  per- 
mitting the  complaint  to  be  amended  and  in  allowing  further 
evidence  after  plaintiff  had  rested.  In  the  original  complaint 
and  notice  the  defect  and  place  of  injury  were  described  as 
upon  the  highway  leading  from  Kendall  to  Wilton..  This 
highway  at  or  near  the  place  of  accident  runs  east  and  west- 
It  was  claimed  that  the  stone  constituting  the  defect  was  on 
the  north  and  south  town  line  separating  the  towns  of  Glen- 
dale  and  Wellington  and  in  the  highway.  Both  towns  were 
therefore  charged  with  liability  and  sued  jointly.  On  the 
trial  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  in  fact  the  stone  was 
located  about  eighteen  inches  west  of  the  town  line  in  the  town 
of  Wellington.  It  further  appeared  from  the  evidence  that 
this  east  and  west  highway  formerly  deviated  to  the  norUiwest 
and  struck  the  four  comers  of  the  towns  of  Glendale,  Welling- 
ton,  Clifton,  and  Wilton,  and  passed  into  the  town  of  Wilton, 
and  only  touched  the  corner  of  the  town  of  Wellington.  After- 
wards, by  reason  of  washouts,  a  part  of  this  road  was  aban- 
doned and  a  new  road  constructed,  so  that  it  hit  the  town  line 
between  Wilton  and  Wellington  several  rods  west  of  the  four 
corners.  This  east  and  west  road  at  the  point  of  the  accident 
intersected  the  north  and  south  public  highway  in  the  town 
of  Wellington,  so  that  the  stone  in  question  causing  the  defect 
was  in  the  north  and  south  highway  in  the  town  of  Welling- 
ton, and  at  a  point  where  it  was  intersected  by  the  east  and 
west  road  constructed  after  the  abandonment  of  the  part  of 
the  old  Wilton  road  before  referred  to.  The  new  road  con- 
necting with  the  north  and  south  highway  in  the  town  of  Well- 
ington was  a  narrow  road  or  dugway,  so  called,  and  struck 
the  north  and  south  highway  in  the  town  of  Wellington  at  the 
point  where  the  stone  in  question  was  situate,  and  crossed  at 
such  point  of  intersection  by  the  so-called  Kendall  and  Wilton 
highway  in  the  town  of  Wellington  and  on  the  north  and 
south  public  highway,  which  the  town  of  Wellington  was 
bound  to  keep   in  repair.     The  change  in   the  complaint 
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by  the  amendment  was  to  describe  the  defect  in  the  north 
and  south  highway  at  a  point  where  the  east  and  west  road 
intersects  said  north  and  south  road,  but  did  not  in  fact 
change  the  location  of  the  defect  The  amendment  was  ob- 
jected to  and  the  objection  first  sustained,  but  subsequently 
tlie  oourt  allowed  it  and  permitted  further  evidence  to  be  of- 
fered after  plaintiff  rested. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  under  the  evidence  but  that  the 
defect  was  in  the  north  and  south  highway  in  the  town  of 
Wellington  and  at  the  point  where  said  highway  was  inter- 
sected by  the  east  and  west  road  described  in  the  complaint  as 
originally  drawn.  So  it  seems  plain  that  there  was  no  error 
in  allowing  the  amendment,  nor  in  reopening  the  case  for  the 
purpose  of  allowing  further  evidence  as  to  the  location  and 
condition  of  the  north  and  south  road.  It  is  said  by  coimsel 
for  appellant  that  the  amendment  changed  the  cause  of  action 
in  the  midst  of  the  trial,  because  the  complaint  as  first  drawn 
and  the  notice  charged  defect  in  one  highway  while  the  com- 
plaint as  amended  charged  defect  in  another  and  wholly  dif- 
ferent highway  which  under  the  evidence  was  not  defective 
and  along  which  plaintiff  was  not  traveling  at  the  time  of  in- 
jury. Whether  plaintiff  was  traveling  along  or  across  the  de- 
fective highway  is  wholly  immaterial.  The  highway  in 
which  the  defect  existed  was  wholly  within  the  town  of  Well- 
ington, as  found  by  the  jury.  Upon  the  evidence  in  the  case 
the  jury  was  justified  in  finding  the  north  and  south  high- 
way located  in  the  town  of  Wellington  defective. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  submit  to  the  jury  as  part  of  the  special  verdict  the  follow^ 
ing  question:  "Was  the  road  running  north  and  south,  wheie 
the  same  intersects  the  east  and  west  road,  insufficient  for 
X)ublic  travel?"  This  was  refused  and  this  ruling  is  com- 
plained of,  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  court  failed  to  submit 
any  question  on  this  issue.  This  argument  seems  to  be  based 
upon  the  idea  that  because  the  stone  was  a  considerable  dis- 


C12         SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.     [Mar. 
Maxwell  v.  Wellington,  138  Wis.  607. 

tance  from  the  traveled  track  in  going  north  and  south  on  the 
road,  there  was  no  defect,  although  the  highway  might  be  de- 
fective at  the  crossing  of  the  east  and  west  road  where  the  east 
and  west  road  passed  over  the  town  line  into  the  public  high- 
way in  the  town  of  Wellington.  The  court  submitted  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  highway  at  the  place  where  and 
time  when  plaintiff  was  injured  was  suflScient  for  public  use- 
This,  we  think,  fairly  submitted  the  issuable  facts  to  the  jury. 
But  counsel  says  there  were  two  highways  involved — one  the 
dugway  and  the  other  the  north  and  south  road.  The  jury, 
however,  had  only  to  deal  with  the  highway  within  the  limits 
of  the  town  of  Wellington  at  this  point  and  not  the  dugway 
road  in  the  adjoining  town.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever  upon 
the  evidence  but  that  the  stone  which  constituted  the  defect- 
was  well  within  the  north  and  south  highway,  and  the  issuable 
facts  upon  this  point  were  whether  such  highway  was  insuffi- 
cient for  public  use  and  whether  it  was  within  the  limits  of 
the  tovm  of  Wellington. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  its  instructions 
to  the  jury.  Two  brothers  of  plaintiflF,  Alex  and  John  Henry, 
were  in  charge  of  teams  traveling  along  the  road  in  question 
just  ahead  of  the  team  plaintiff  was  driving  and  were  present 
at  the  time  of  the  injury.  Two  other  parties.  Grant  and 
Saxby,  appeared  immediately  after  the  injury.  They  testified 
to  the  effect  that  the  Henry  boys,  or  one  of  them,  stated  shortly 
after  the  accident  that  the  chain  which  locked  the  wheel  broke 
when  plaintiff  was  coming  down  the  hill  and  before  the  wheel 
struck  the  stone.  Upon  this  subject  the  oourt  charged  as  fol- 
lows: 

'The  defendant  in  this  case  has  offered  some  two,  possibly 
more,  witnesses — Mr.  Saxby  and  Mr.  Grant  I  particularly  re- 
fer to — ^you  will  remember  who  the  witnesses  were — ^as  to  cer- 
tain admissions  or  statements  alleged  by  the  defendant  to  have 
been  made  by  one  or  more  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  and  par- 
ticularly, I  think,  by  the  Henry  boys,  Aleck  and  John.  You 
will  remember  who  they  are,  and  you  will  also  remember  the 
statements  or  admissions  or  declarations  made  by  them,  if 
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any,  to  the  said  Saxby  and  Grant  Those  statements  are  al- 
leged— 8(»ne  of  them  at  least — ^to  have  been  made  to  the  said 
Saxby  and  Grant  concerning  some  matters  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  accident  is  said  to  have  occurred  on  the  part  of 
these  witnesses,  the  Henry  boys-  Now,  it  is  laid  down  in  the 
books  of  law  that  the  admissions  of  parties  or  witnesses  are  al- 
ways admissible,  but  such  admissions,  declarations,  or  state- 
ments so  made  are  considered  the  weakest  kind  of  testimony 
that  can  be  produced.  The  reason  or  some  of  the  reasons  for 
terming  it  the  weakest  kind  of  evidence  is  this :  That  a  person 
who  has  testified  on  the  stand  to  admissions,  statements,  or 
declarations  made  by  some  other  party  to  him  may  not  have 
been  thoroughly  understood  at  the  time  they  were  made.  He 
may  not  have  fully  understood  just  what  some  of  the  declara- 
tions or  admissions  referred  to  after  a  lapse  of  a  year  and  a 
half  or  so.  He  may  have  forgotten  some,  even  if  he  did  un- 
derstand them  at  the  time,  and  from  such  considerations  the 
law  has  placed  upon  such  admissions,  although  permissible  to 
be  given  and  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  for  what  they  are 
worth, — ^the  law  terms  them  as  the  weakest  kind  of  evidence.'' 

In  the  first  place,  the  admissions  were  not  the  admissions  of 
plaintiff,  and  it  is  at  least  doubtful  from  the  evidence  whether 
she  imderstood  or  assented  to  them.  She  was  suffering  from 
the  injury  at  the  time  they  were  made,  and  a  part  of  the  time 
was  imconscious.  In  order  to  charge  her  with  responsibility 
for  such  admissions  she  must  at  least  have  heard,  understood, 
and  assented  to  them,  either  expressly  or  impliedly.  This  is 
by  no  means  dear  from  the  evidence.  We  think  the  charge 
was  not  prejudicial,  and  sufficiently  favorable  to  the  defend- 
ant under  the  evidence.  The  main  complaint  against  it  is 
that  it  was  not  sufficiently  specific,  in  that,  while  the  court 
told  the  jury  that  such  admissions  are  the  "weakest  kind  of 
evidence,"  still  they  were  not  given  "all  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject" and  told  when  admissions  are  strong  evidence.  But  if 
counsel  desired  more  specific  instructions  upon  the  subject  he 
should  have  requested  them.  Murphy  v.  Martin,  68  Wis. 
276,  16  N.  W.  &OZ\Nash  v.  Hoxie,  59  Wis.  384,  388,  18  N. 
W.  408 
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The  following  instruction  is  complained  of: 
"Notwithstanding  a  road  may  contain  a  smooth  traveled 
track  of  sufficient  width,  still,  if  there  is  an  obstruction  or  de- 
clivity so  close  to  the  traveled  track  as  to  render  the  road  or 
highway  unsafe  for  those  traveling  thereon  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  the  highway  may  be  insufficient*' 

There  is  evidence  that  the  defect  in  question  was  near  the 
east  line  of  the  north  and  south  road,  but  in  such  close  prox- 
imity to  the  traveled  track  at  the  point  of  intersection  with 
the  east  and  west  road  as  to  constitute  a  defect  at  the  intersec- 
tion of  the  roads  and  in  the  highway  within  the  town  of  Well- 
ington,  and  the  obvious  purpose  of  the  instruction  was  to 
meet  this  situation.  While  the  instruction  was  not  as  clear  as 
it  might  have  been,  we  think  there  was  no  harmful  error  in 
it    Carpenter  v.  Rolling,  107  Wis.  559,  83  K  W.  958. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  the  following  instruc- 
tion: 

"This  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  based  upon  the 
ground  of  negligence  in  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  town 
authorities,  whose  duty  it  is  to  look  after  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  its  highways,  in  failing  to  lay  out,  open,  and  keep  in 
repair  such  highway  so  as  to  render  it  reasonably  safe  for 
travel.  You  are  called  upon  to  consider  and  determine  under 
all  the  evidence  in  this  case  and  xmder  this  particular  question 
whether  or  not  such  insufficient  condition  was  not  only  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  town,  but  also  whether  such 
insufficient  condition  of  the  highway  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  plaintiff's  injury." 

This  instruction  is  complained  of  because  the  court  sub- 
mitted the  question  of  proximate  cause  and  also  whether  the 
town  was  guilty  of  negligence,  and  it  is  contended  that  the 
question  of  proximate  cause  was  the  only  one  which  might 
have  been  properly  submitted,  and  that  by  the  submission  two 
independent  issues  were  required  to  be  found  by  one  answer, 
and  that  the  only  conclusion  the  jury  could  come  to  was  that 
the  question  of  whether  the  stone  was  the  proximate  cause  was 
determined  by  the  existence  of  negligence  of  the  town.  Tlie 
instruction  is  subject  to  criticism.    The  liability  does  not  rest 
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upon  negligence  of  the  town,  but  upon  its  statutory  liability 
for  insufficiency  of  the  highway.  The  statute  creating  the  lia- 
bility does  not  make  the  liability  depend  upon  the  diligence  or 
want  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  town,  but  declares  that  the 
town  shall  be  liable  if  the  damage  shall  happen  by  reason  of 
insufficiency  or  want  of  repair.  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  24  Wis. 
342.  To  tell  the  jury  as  the  court  did  that  the  action  was 
based  upon  negligence  and  that  they  were  to  determine 
whether  the  insufficient  condition  was  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  town  and  whether  such  insufficient  condition  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  not  strictly  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  law.  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  supra;  Fehrman  v.  Pine 
River,  118  Wis.  150,  95  IT.  W.  105.  But  we  are  convinced 
that  the  instruction  was  not  prejudicial.  It  was  perhaps  more 
favorable  to  the  defendant  than  to  the  plaintiff.  It  required 
the  jury,  in  effect,  to  find  not  only  proximate  cause,  but  negli- 
gence as  well ;  while  under  the  general  charge  and  special  ver- 
dict, in  order  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  they  were  also  required 
to  find  that  the  highway  was  insufficient  for  public  use. 
Therefore  there  was  no  reversible  error  in  the  charge. 

After  completing  the  instructions  requested  the  court  said : 
";N"ow,  I  will  come  back  to  my  own  instructions."  This  lan- 
guage is  claimed  to  be  prejudicial  error.  This  court  has  had 
occasion  to  criticise  language  similar  to  the  above  used  by  the 
trial  court,  but  held  it  not  to  amount  to  prejudicial  error. 
WysocJci  V.  Wis.  Lakes  I.  &  C.  Co.  121  Wis.  96,  98  N.  W. 
950;  Miller  v.  State,  139  Wis.  57,  119  N.  W.  850.  Such 
language  should  not  be  used  by  the  trial  court,  but  we  cannot 
say  it  was  prejudicial  in  this  case.  We  find  no  reversible  er- 
ror in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  9,  1909: 

Marshall,  J.  There  are  parts  of  the  court's  opinion  with 
which  I  cannot  agree  and  ^vhich  I  feel  certain  would  not  have 
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been  allowed  U>  pass  with  approval  had  accuracy  thereof  been 
80  challenged  as  to  have  brought  the  matter  definitely  to  the 
mindfl  of  my  brethren. 

In  order  to  appreciate  what  I  shall  say  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  this  action  was  not  grounded  on  insufficiency  of  the 
highway  in  ita  original  construction,  but  on  failure,  after  such 
construction,  to  keep  the  way  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition. 
So  the  jury  were  asked  to  pass,  first,  upon  the  issue  as  to  in- 
sufficiency; second,  in  case  of  insufficiency  being  found,  to 
pass  upon  the  issue  as  to  whether  defendant  had  notice  thereof 
a  sufficient  length  of  time  before  the  accident  to  enable  it, 
prior  thereto,  to  remedy  the  defect  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence;  and,  third,  in  case  of  both  insufficiency  and 
such  notice  existing,  to  pass  upon  the  issue  of  whether  the 
former  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident. 
^  Thus,  it  will  be  seen,  the  accident  was  not  attributed  to 
failure  to  perform  the  absolute  duty  as  to  original  construc- 
tion, made  negligence  as  matter  of  law,  but  to  failure  to  per- 
form the  secondary  duty  as  to  reasonable  diligence  to  keep  the 
way  reasonably  safe.  That  must  be  kept  in  mind,  since,  as 
we  shall  see,  while  in  one  class  of  cases  proof  of  insufficiency 
proves  negligence  and,  in  a  sense,  such  situation  does  not  in- 
volve any  question  of  ordinary  care,  in  the  other,  to  which  this 
belongs,  it  does  not  prove  negligence.  In  the  latter  there  must 
be  satisfactory  proof  of  failure  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to 
keep  the  highway  safe,  or,  in  other  words,  of  negligence  in 
the  plain,  ordinary  sense. 

Now,  as  indicated  in  the  court's  opinion,  when  the  learned 
trial  judge  instructed  the  jury  as  to  the  question  of  proximate 
cause,  he  said : 

"This  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  based  upon  the 
ground  of  negligence  in  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  town 
authorities,  whose  duty  it  is  to  look  after  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  its  highways,  in  failing  to  lay  out,  op«i,  and  keep  in 
repair  such  highway  so  as  to  render  it  reasonably  safe  for 
travel.    You  are  called  upon  to  consider  and  determine  under 
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all  the  evidence  in  this  case  and  under  this  particular  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  such  insufficient  condition  was  not  onlj 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  town,  but  also  whether 
sudi  insufficient  condition  of  the  highway  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  plaintiff's  injury." 

It  were  better  nothing  had  been  said  at  this  point  about  neg- 
ligence, because  whether  there  was  or  was  not  that  element 
turned  on  the  issue  of  fact  covered  by  the  interrogatory  as  to 
insufficiency  and  the  one  as  to  notice.  But>  plainly,  the  neg- 
ligence referred  to  was  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  diligence 
to  remedy  a  created  insufficient  condition  of  the  highway.  It 
was  not  spoken  of  as  a  matter  to  be  passed  upon  in  answering 
the  question  as  to  proximate  cause  independently  of  affirma- 
tive findings  on  the  subject  of  insufficiency  and  Want  of  proper 
diligence  to  repair.  Not  noting  that,  as  it  seems,  nor  the  dis- 
tinction between  insufficiency  in  original  construction  and 
want  of  subsequent  diligence  to  repair,  this  language  was  used 
in  the  opinion : 

"The  instruction  is  subject  to  criticism.  The  liability  does 
not  rest  upon  negligence  of  the  town,  but  upon  its  statutory 
liability  for  insufficiency  of  the  highway.  The  statute  creat- 
ing the  liability  does  not  make  the  liability  depend  upon  the 
diligence  or  want  of  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  town,  but  de^ 
clares  that  the  town  shall  be  liable  if  the  damage  shall  happen 
by  reason  of  insufficiency  or  want  of  repair.  Ward  v.  Jeffer- 
son, 24  Wis.  342.  To  tell  the  jury  as  the  court  did  that  the 
action  was  based  upon  negligence  and  that  they  were  to  de- 
tennine  whether  the  insufficient  condition  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  town  and  whether  such  insufficient  condition 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  not  strictly  a  cor- 
rect statement*  of  the  law.  ^yard  v.  Jefferson,  supra;  Fehr- 
man  v.  Pine  River,  118  Wis.  150,  95  N.  W.  105.  But  we  are 
convinced  that  the  instruction  was  not  prejudicial.  It  was 
perhaps  more  favorable  to  the  defendant  than  to  the  plaintiff. 
It  required  the  jury,  in  effect,  to  find  not  only  proximate 
cause,  but  negligence  as  well ;  while  under  the  general  charge 
and  special  verdict,  in  order  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  they  were 
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also  required  to  find  that  the  highway  was  insufficient  for 
public  use.  Therefore  there  was  no  reversible  error  in  the 
charge." 

Such  language  is  faulty  in  several  respects.  There  was  no 
general  charge  and  special  verdict  as  to  finding  for  the  plaint- 
iff. There  were  special  instructions  directed  to  special  ques- 
tions. Again,  the  finding  that  the  highway  was  insufficient 
did  not  of  itself  render  the  town  liable  subject  to  a  finding  on 
the  subject  of  proximate  cause.  There  was  left  the  matter  of 
reasonable  diligence  to  repair  to  which  the  element  of  negli- 
gence in  the  instruction  referred,  necessarily,  as  covered  by 
the  previous  question.  The  jury  were  not  required  to  pass 
upon  the  subject  of  proximate  cause  unless  they  found  the 
want  of  diligence  covered  by  such  previous  question,  or  iu 
other  words,  foimd  negligence.  So  the  court  said,  unnecessa- 
rily, of  course,  as  the  negligence  was  covered  by  the  previous 
question, — "Under  this  question  you  are  to  determine  not 
only  whether  defendant  was  negligent,  but  whether  such  neg- 
ligence was  the  proximate  cause,"  etc. 

The  statement  in  the  opinion,  especially  as  applied  to  a  case 
like  this :  the  liability  does  not  rest  upon  diligence  or  want  of 
diligence  of  the  town,  but  upon  its  statutory  liability  for  in- 
sufficiency of  the  highway, — is  contrary  to  what  this  court  has 
repeatedly  said.  In  support  of  the  declaration  the  writer  of 
the  opinion  cited  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  24  Wis.  342.  It  was 
overlooked  that  the  case  holds  contrary  to  the  court's  present 
deduction  therefrom.  It  is  to  the  plain  effect  that  while  fail- 
ure to  properly  make  a  highway  in  the  first  instance  is  negli- 
gence as  matter  of  law,  because  the  duty  to  do  so  is  absolute, 
the  primary  duty  having  been  performed,  the  secondary  one 
as  to  keeping  the  way  sufficient  involves  ordinary  care. 
After  referring  to  such  primary  duty,  Dixon,  C.  J.,  said: 

"It  is  nevertheless  true,  as  appears  from  many  of  the  re- 
ported cases,  that  there  may  be  circumstances  in  which  the 
question  of  proper  care  or  dili<2:ence  on  the  part  of  the  town 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  its  liability. 
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This  happens  .  .  ."  where  "the  question  comes  up  whether 
the  authorities  of  the  town  had  notice,  or  sufficient  time  had 
elapsed  for  them,  with  reasonable  diligence,  to  have  acquired 
knowledge  of»the  insufficiency,  and  to  have  put  the  road  in  re- 
pair, or  by  other  means  to  have  guarded  against  and  prevented 
the  injury." 

The  learned  chief  justice  went  on  to  say  that  Hhe  instances^ 
involving  want  of  reasonable  care  are  exceptions  to  the  liabil- 
ity of  towns  not  expressed  in  the  statute,  hut  depending  upon 
tluit  equitable  construction  of  it  given  by  this  court,  following- 
decisions  in  states  from  which  our  statute  was  borrowed/ 
After  giving  several  instances  of  such  exceptions  the  court 
said: 

"Other  examples  of  a  less  clear  and  positive  character, 
where,  upon  the  finding  of  a  jury  that  it  [the  town]  had  been 
guilty  of  no  negligence  or  want  of  proper  care,  the  town  would 
be  excused,  might  also  be  given ;  but  it  is  deemed  unnecessary. 
Enough  has  been  said  to  point  out,  and  in  some  measure  de- 
fine, the  class  of  cases  in  which  the  question  of  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care  or  caution  on  th^  part  of  the  town  arises." 

Probably  enough  has  been  said  to  demonstrate  that  Ward 
V,  Jefferson,  supra,  as  before  stated,  is  contrary  to  the  court's 
present  suggestion,  but  I  will  reinforce  it  by  subsequent  cases 
of  the  same  sort:  Boltz  v.  Sullivan,  101  Wis.  608,  77  N.  W. 
870;  PeaJce  v.  Superior,  106  Wis,  403,  82  N.  W.  306;  Fehr- 
man  v.  Pine  River,  118  Wis.  150,  95  KIV.  105.  The  court 
in  the  second  case  cited,  speaking  by  the  present  chief  justice,, 
defined  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  supra,  thus: 

"It  seems  to  have  been  thought  by  coimsel  that  there  has 
been  a  change  in  the  position  of  this  court  upon  this  subject 
since  the  case  of  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  24  Wis.  342.  That  case 
simply  held  that,  where  a  highway  was  defectively  constructed 
by  the  municipality,  the  statutory  duty  never  had  been  per- 
formed, and  the  liability  of  the  municipality  for  injuries  re- 
sulting from  such  defect  to  travelers  exercising  ordinary  care- 
was  absolute.  Such  a  defect  being  established,  the  negligence- 
of  the  town  is  conclusively  proven,  and  the  jury  cannot  find 
that  ordinary  care  has  been  exercised.    On  the  other  hand,  it 
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was  said  in  that  case,  in  substance,  tliat  if  the  highway  was 
originally  constructed  with  reasonable  safety,  but  afterwards 
became  defective  by  action  of  the  elements  or  the  act  of  a  third 
person,  and  a  traveler  was  injured  thereby,  the  question  of 
whether  the  municipal  officials  had  notice  of  the  defect,  or 
had  exercised  ordinary  and  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in 
inspecting  the  highway  and  repairing  the  defect,  arises,  and 
must  be  decided.  In  other  words,  the  duty  to  make  the  street 
reasonably  safe  in  its  original  construction  is  absolute ;  but  the 
-duty  to  discover  and  repair  defects  afterwards  occurring,  not 
by  acts  of  the  municipality,  is  one  involving  only  ordinary 
and  reasonable  care  and  diligence.  This  latter  duty  may 
properly  be  called  the  duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care,  if  the 
term  ^ordinary  care'  be  ptoperly  defined. '^ 

Later,  in  the  last  case  cited,  the  court  said  the  doctrine  that 
the  duty  of  a  town  to  keep  its  highways  reasonably  safe  is 
"not  to  be  measured  by  the  rule  of  reasonable  diligence,'*  has 
no  application  to  a  case  of  this  sortw  Following  the  logic  of 
•our  decisions,  in  the  main,  and  overruling  some  expressions  in 
exceptional  cases  out  of  harmony  therewith,  the  court  held 
that  proximate  cause  involving  the  element  of  negligence  is  as 
essential  to  a  recovery  under  sec  1339,  Stats.  (1898),  as  in 
any  ordinary  action  based  on  negligence.  Negligence  of  the 
town,  however,  as  before  indicated,  in  a  case  involving  insuffi- 
eiency  in  original  construction,  depends  solely  upon  whether 
the  highway  was  reasonably  safe. 

So  I  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that — to  tell  the  jury,  as 
the  trial  court  did,  that  the  action  was  based  upon  negligence 
and  that  they  were  to  determine  whether  the  insufficient  con- 
dition was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  town,  and  whether 
such  insufficient  condition  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  in- 
jury, was  strictly  correct.  The  only  difficulty  with  the  in- 
struction is  in  that  the  jury  should  not  have  been  told  they 
were  to  pass  on  the  issue  of  negligence  in  answering  the  ques- 
tion as  to  proximate  cause.  That  was  passed  upon  in  answer- 
ing the  previous  questioiL  However,  the  inaccuracy  was 
harmless.    Proximate  cause  was  found,  necessarily,  under  the 
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fourth  question,  and  liability  subject  thereto  waa  found,  not 
by  the  finding  of  insufiiciency,  in  answer  to  the  second  ques- 
tion, but  by  that  and  the  finding  of  failure  to  exercise  ordi- 
nary care,  the  negligence  upon  which  the  case  was  grounded, 
in  answer  to  the  third  question* 


Bjbminqton  Dbainaoe  Distbiot  :  Appeal  of  Chandoeu 

March  9— March  SO,  1909. 

Drains:  Validity  of  drainage  laws:  Statute  construed:  Provisions  for 
new  assessment  of  benefits:  Pleading:  Demurrer, 

1.  The  drainage  laws  can  be  sustained  only  by  reason  of  the  public 

nature  of  the  enterprise  and  the  actual  benefits  accruing  to  the 
persons  taxed. 

2.  Sec.  10»  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905  (sec.  1379— 20.  Stats.:  Supp.  1906); 

does  not.  In  view  of  other  provisions  of  the  chapter,  authorize 
a  new  assessment  of  benefits  by  supplemental  report  or  petition 
of  the  drainage  commissioners,  but  relates  merely  to  the  cor- 
rection of  Insubstantial  errors  In  the  prooeedlngs  not  going  to 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter. 
[3.  Whether  the  first  assessment  of  benefits  in  drainage  proceedings 
is  final  and  conclusive  for  all  time,  except  as  qualified  by 
sec.  39,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905  (sec.  1379— Sir,  Stats.:  Supp. 
1906),  and  whether  said  sec.  39  Is  valid,  not  determined.] 
4.  A  demurrer  to  the  remonstrance  against  the  granting  of  a  peti- 
tion In  drainage  proceedings  relates  back  to  the  petition  and 
raises  the  question  of  Its  sufilclency. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wood 
county:  Chas.  M.  Webb,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

The  appeal  is  from  an  order  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the 
remonstrance  of  the  appellant,  Chandos. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
H.  /.  Gardner,  and  for  the  respondents  on  that  of  John  A. 
Oaynor  and  B.  M.  Vaughan. 

Among  other  references  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant 
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were  the  following:  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2(i  ed.) 
253,  255;  Stone  v.  Little  Yellow  D.  Dist.  118  Wis.  388,  95 
K  W.  405 ;  23  Cyc.  861 ;  Van  Dresar  v.  Coyle,  38  Wis.  672  ; 
Pier  V.  Storm,  37  Wis.  247 ;  Egan  v.  Sengpiel,  46  Wis.  703, 
1  K  W.  467;  Main  v.  McLaughlin,  78  Wis.  449,  47  X.  W. 
«38. 

Timlin,  J.     Drainage  commissioners  appointed  under  sec 
1379—11  et  seq..  Stats.  (1898),  had  their  amended  and  final 
report  confirmed  by  the  circuit  court  as  provided  by  these 
statutes  on  September  2,  1902.     They  made  on  September  1, 
1904,  an  additional  assessment  under  sec.  1379 — 24,  to  com- 
plete the  construction,  and  on  October  23,  1907,  filed  a  sup- 
plemental report  substantially  to  the  effect  that  when  the  re- 
port confirmed  September  2,  1902,  was  made  it  was  thought 
that  the  ditches  therein  described  would  be  of  sufficient  depth 
and  capacity  to  drain  the  land,  but  experience  had  shown  they 
were  not  so;  that,  in  order  to  give  good  and  sufficient  agri- 
•cultural  drainage  to  the  lands  in  the  district  and  permit  the 
maintenance  of  good  roads  therein,  certain  specified  drains 
should  be  deepened  and  widened  as  indicated.     The  cost  of 
this  enlargement  of  drains  was  reported  at  $28,623.31.     This 
drainage  district  since  its  original  formation  had  been  en- 
larged by  addition  of  certain  lands,  and  it  was  further  re- 
ported that  the  benefits  accruing  to  the  original  drainage  dis- 
trict as  it  existed  before  enlargement  from  this  widening  and 
deepening  of  drains  would  be  $406,737.76,  and  in  proportion 
to  the  benefits  theretofore  reported  to  the  court  and  confirmed 
by  the  order  of  September  2,  1902 ;  that  this  work  should  be 
paid  for  by  the  original  district  for  reasons  given,  and  the 
public  health  and  welfare  would  be  greatly  promoted,  etc.    A 
list  of  assessments  of  the  estimated  cost  of  construction 
against  lands  reported  to  be  benefited  is  part  of  the  petition, 
and  the  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  former  order  of 
confirmation  dated  September  2,  1902,  be  revised,  modified, 
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and  changed  so  that  it  confirms  the  reported  benefits  of 
$406,737.76,  confirms  the  specifications  for  the  enlarged 
drains,  and  confirms  the  said  assessment  of  the  cost  of  en- 
largement upon  the  lands  and  lots  reported. 

The  appellant  met  this  petition  with  a  remonstrance  aver- 
ring that  he  was  a  landowner  affected  by  the  proposed  action 
and  showing  how;  that  the  original  assessment  for  benefits 
and  maintenance  confirmed  September  2,  1902,  was  for 
$62,831.46  and  no  more;  that  of  this  sum  there  was  assessed 
for  collection  September  2,  1902,  and  confirmed  by  order  of 
that  date,  $31,465.73,  and  by  the  second  assessment  of  Sep- 
tember 1,  1904,  $7,642.48,  making  $39,109.21,  which  to- 
gether with  the  $28,623.31  now  proposed  to  be  assessed  would 
•exceed  by  $4,901.06  the  entire  benefits  first  found,  assessed, 
and  confirmed  by  the  court  order  of  September  2,  1902.  This 
idea  is  presented  in  several  different  ways  in  the  remon- 
strance, and  it  is  further  averred  that  the  order  of  Septem- 
ber 2,  1902,  is  in  force  and  the  matters  adjudicated  and  con- 
<5lusively  fixed  for  all  time. 

The  petitioners  demurred  to  this  remonstrance  and  their 
demurrer  was  sustained,  and  the  case  is  before  us  upon  ap- 
peal from  the  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  and  striking  out 
the  remonstrance. 

One  might,  perhaps,  be  readily  excused  for  not  thoroughly 
understanding  these  drainage  statutes.  •  The  provisions 
thereof  are  loosely  worded,  the  plan  complicated,  and  the  stat- 
utes drafted  as  if  there  were  no  limitations  upon  the  power 
of  the  legislature  in  this  respect.  We  have  given  the  ques- 
tions involved  in  this  appeal  careful  study.  It  is  only  by 
keeping  constantly  in  mind  that  these  statutes  can  be  upheld 
by  reason  of  the  public  nature  of  the  enterprise  in  fact  and 
the  actual  benefits  in  fact  accruing  to  the  persons  taxed,  and 
not  otherwise,  that  we  are  enabled  to  obtain  any  just  notion 
of  the  proper  interpretation  of  the  statute.  These  facts 
may  be  established  beyond  contradiction  or  denial  by  a  ju- 
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dicial  proceeding  going  upon  notice  and  hearing  as  against 
a  party  to  such  judicial  proceeding.  Otherwise  they  would 
be  open  to  controversy  in  every  direct  contest  involving 
the  right  to  assess  or  collect  assessments.  We  need  not  here 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  a  statute  which  sought  to  make  a 
judgment  or  order  conclusive  upon  one  of  the  parties  litigant 
and  not  conclusive  upon  the  other,  because  that  question  can* 
not  arise  until  we  first  find  that  the  legislature  has  really  at- 
tempted to  do  such  a  thing.  The  commissioners  base  their 
right  or  claim  to  carry  out  this  proceeding  largely,  if  not  alto- 
gether, upon  the  following  provisions  of  statute: 

"All  drainage  districts  heretofore  organized  under  sections 
of  law  hereby  repealed  shall,  after  the  passage  hereof,  be  gov- 
erned by  this  act."     Sec.  35,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905. 

"At  any  time  prior  to  making  the  order  confirming  said  re- 
port or  thereafter,  the  court  may  permit  the  commissioners  ta 
present  and  file  a  supplemental  report,  or  amend  their  report, 
as  to  any  matter  which,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  hereof,  was^ 
or  might  have  been  included  in  the  original  report  presented 
by  them,  and  after  reasonable  notice  given  to  all  parties  in- 
terested, in  such  manner  as  the  court  shall  direct,  the  court 
may  upon  the  hearing  in  said  matter  make  such  order  as  the 
case  may  require."     Sec.  10. 

These  provisions  standing  alone  are  very  broad  and  sweep- 
ing. But  they  do  not  stand  alone  in  the  act  There  is  in  the 
same  section  : 

(1)  "The  order  of  confirmation  shall  be  final  and  conclu- 
sive, the  proposed  work  shall  be  established  and  authorized, 
and  the  proposed  assessments  approved  and  confirmed  unless 
within  thirty  days  an  appeal  be  taken  to  the  supreme  court." 

(2)  There  is  in  the  sixth  subdivision  of  sec.  1,  and  in  the 
seventh  subdivision  of  sec.  8,  language  tending  strongly  tO" 
show  that  the  enlargement  of  a  drain  is  a  matter  to  be  pre- 
sented and  passed  upon  by  original  petition  of  the  landowners. 

(3)  There  is  after  the  initial  petition  by  the  landowners 
and  after  the  second  report  of  the  commissioners  an  assess- 
ment of  benefits  provided  for  based  upon  such  second  report,. 
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and  separate  and  distinct  from  the  assessment  for  cost  of  con- 
stmction.  The  latter  assessment  is  again  subdivided  into  an 
assessment  against  tracts,  lots,  and  corporations  specially  ben- 
efited, and  the  remainder  of  the  cost  of  construction  as  there 
defined  is  then  assessed  against  the  several  benefited  tracts, 
lots,  and  easements  in  proportion  to  the  benefits  which  they 
have  assessed  against  the  same.  Sees.  8,  9,  10.  Here  are 
three  different  kinds  of  assessments  provided  for:  First,  an 
assessment  of  benefits ;  sedbnd,  assessment  of  costs  of  construc- 
tion divided  into  two,  namely,  one  according  to  special  bene- 
fits and  the  other  according  to  benefits. 

(4)  The  only  authority  found  in  this  statute  for  any  as- 
sessment of  any  kind  after  the  first  is  as  follows :  First.  In 
sec.  20,  which  is  limited  to  two  cases :  (a)  Where  in  the  first 
assessment  for  construction  (not  assessment  of  benefits)  the 
commissioners  shall  have  reported  to  the  court  a  smaller  sum 
than  is  needed  to  complete  the  work  of  construction; 
(b)  where  an  additional  sum  is  needed  to  pay  the  interest  on 
lawful  indebtedness  of  said  drainage  district.  In  these  cases 
the  assessments  shaU  be  based  on  the  last  '^assessment  of  ben- 
efits." Second.  In  sec.  13,  which  provides  for  annual  as- 
sessments to  keep  up  repairs,  which  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  last  assessment  of  benefits.  This  must  be  read  with  sec. 
8,  which  requires  the  commissioners  in  their  second  report  to 
report  the  probable  cost  of  keeping  in  repair.  Third.  In  sec. 
39,  which  provides  for  a  new  assessment  of  benefits  upon  the 
following  conditions:  (a)  Five  years  must  have  elapsed  since 
the  confirmation  of  the  second  report  of  the  commissioners 
under  the  new  statute,  report  of  commissioners  under  the  old 
statute ;  (b)  there  must  be  a  petition  by  a  stated  fraction  of 
the  owners  of  lands  within  the  district ;  (c)  the  petition  shall 
contain  the  required  averments ;  (d)  the  reassessment  of  ben- 
efits shall  be  reported  to  the  court,  and  there  must  be  notice 
to  the  parties  affected,  a  hearing,  and  an  order  of  confirma- 
tion. 

Vol.  138-40 
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In  the  face  of  these  provisionB  of  the  statute  it  cannot  be 
held  that  under  the  quoted  paragraph  from  sec  10  the  oom- 
missioners  maj  make  a  nefw  assessment  of  benefits  unless  we 
are  to  reverse  the  ordinary  rule  of  construotian  and  hold  that 
vague  generalities  orerride  8peca£e  provisioins  relating  to  a 
particular  subject  matter.  There  axe  other  ccmsiderations 
which  forbid  the  constniotion  placed  upon  this  statute  by 
the  court  below.  • 

In  organizing  a  district  for  the  purpose  of  enlai^ng,  re- 
pairing,  or  maintaining  a  drain,  ditdi,  or  levee  there  may  be 
damages  as  well  as  benefits.  Sees.  1,  8,  ch.  419,  Laws  of 
1905.  The  proceeding  to  enlarge  must  be  dismissed  unless 
the  aggregate  cost  is  less  than  the  amount  of  benefits.  Sees. 
8,  9,  10.  The  assessment  cannot  be  based  upon  any  assess- 
ment of  benefits  made  for  any  other  purpose  or  with  any  other 
object  in  view,  but  must  be  with  reference  to  the  benefits  ac- 
cruing to  the  land  by  enlarging  the  drain.  It  ^^shall  be  ap- 
portioned on  the  actual  benefits  to  the  same.''  Sec  8.  This 
means  the  actual  benefits  from  the  enlaigement  of  the  drain. 
All  other  assessments  authorised  by  this  chapter  after  the  first 
assessment  are  based  on  the  last  preceding  assessment  of  bene- 
fits (sec.  20),  except  the  assessment  authorized  by  sec  39, 
which  is  based  on  the  actual  benefits  without  reference  to 
whether  in  the  original  assessment  the  lands  were  assessed 
for  benefits  or  awarded  damages.  Sec  18,  relating  to  the 
authority  of  the  commissioners,  declares  they  ^'may  do  any 
and  all  necessary  acts  in  and  about  the  surveying,  laying  out, 
constructing,  repairing,  altering,  enlarging,  cleaning,  protect- 
ing and  maintaining  any  ditch,  drain,  levee  or  other  work  for 
which  they  shall  have  been  appointed."  These  commissioners 
have  not  yet  been  appointed  to  enlaige  these  ditches.  The 
last  paragraph  of  sec  10,  nnder  which  the  commissioners 
claim  authority,  must  be  held  to  be  a  statute  of  jeofail  relat- 
ing to  the  correction  of  insubstantial  errors  in  the  proceed- 
ings not  going  to  the  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  but 
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bringing  in  parties,  correcting  errors,  extending  boundaries, 
and  similar  details  of  practice. 

Whether  the  remedy  of  the  drainage  district,  if  it  has  any, 
is  the  institution  of  a  new  or  independent  proceeding,  or  is 
under  sec  39,  we  do  not  detenaine.  Nor  do  we  pass  upon 
the  validity  of  see.  89.  There  are  difficulties  either  way. 
But  we  have  no  doubt  the  ingenuity  of  counsel  will  devise 
some  remedy  under  this  statute  if  there  is  a  real  grievance  ex- 
isting and  a  r^oiedy  possible.  We  have  omitted  to  decide  the 
question  whetlier  or  not  the  first  assessment  of  benefits  is  final 
and  conclusive  for  all  time,  except  as  qualified  by  sec.  39,  be- 
cause we  do  not  necessarily  reach  that  question  and  because 
the  question  is  a  new  one  and  quite  inadequately  presented 
upon  authority  or  analogy.  But  we  do  decide  that,  upon  a 
fair  construction  of  this  statute,  it  was  not  intended  by  the 
lawmakers  that  there  could  be  a  new  assessment  of  benefits 
by  supplemental  petition  of  the  commissioners  proceeding  un- 
der the  last  paragraph  of  sec.  10  of  the  statute.  It  follows 
that  the  demurrer  to  the  rem<mstrance  should  have  be^i  car- 
ried back  to  llie  petition  and  sustained  as  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  under  the  rule  of  State  ex  rel.  Leiser  v.  Koch,  ante, 
p.  27, 119  N.  W.  839,  and  cases  cited. 

By  the  Court. — ^The  wder  of  the  circuit  court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  willi  directions  to  sustain  the  de- 
murrer as  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  for  furtiier  pro- 
ceedings according  to  law. 
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Smith,  Appellant,  vs.  Board  of  Tbitstebs  of  thb  Wisoon- 
6IN  Vetebans'  Home,  Respondent. 

March  9— March  SO,  1909. 

CorporationB:  Teterana*  Home:  Discharge  of  inmate  for  misconduoi: 
Security  for  costs:  Discretion, 

1.  Corporations  organized  for  purposes  akin  to  that  for  which  the 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Wisconsin  Veterans*  Home  was  organ- 
ized have  the  right  to  prescribe  reasonable  rules  governing  the 
admission  and  discharge  of  inmates;  and  under  sec.  1785,  Stats. 
(1898),  the  proper  officers  may  at  any  time  discharge  any  such 
inmate  when,  in  their  Judgment,  it  shall  be  for  his  interests 
or  the  interests  of  the  corporation. 

2.  In  an  action  against  said  corporation  for  damages  for  a  wrongful 

discharge  from  the.  Home,  it  is  held  that  a  verdict  was  properly 
directed  for  defendant, — it  appearing  that  the  board  of  trustees 
had  proceeded  regularly,  within  its  statutory  powers,  and  in 
accordance  with  its  by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  in  discharg- 
ing plaintiff  because  of  misconduct  in  circulating  false  and 
scandalous  reports  concerning  'officials  of  the  Home,  to  the 
detriment  of  the  institution. 
8.  The  fact  that  plaintiff  was  able  to  furnish  the  required  security 
shows  that  there  was  no  abuse  of  discretion  in  an  order  re- 
quiring him  to  give  security  for  costs;  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  abuse  the  order  should  not  be  reversed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waupaca 
county:  John  Goodland,  Judge.     Affirmed. 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  and  carrying  on  an  institution  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  destitute  soldiers  and  sailors  of  the  late  Civil  War 
and  their  widows.  Its  articles  of  incorporation  forbid  the  pay- 
ment of  dividends.  Before  the  corporation  began  operation 
the  legislature  of  Wisconsin  provided  that  when  the  Home 
was  established  and  put  in  operation  there  should  be  paid  by 
the  state  treasurer  to  the  treasurer  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
said  corporation  $3  per  week  for  the  board  of  each  inmate. 
Later  an  appropriation  of  $50,000  was  made  for  the  Home. 
The  amounts  paid  by  the  state  to  the  defendant  corporation 
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aggregate  a  large  stun.  As  a  condition  to  the  appropriation  the 
state  required  the  title  to  the  lands  of  the  Home  to  be  vested 
in  the  state,  and  reserved  the  right  to  exercise  certain  visita- 
torial powers  over  the  institution.  A  certain  portion  of  the 
expense  of  maintaining  the  inmates  of  said  Home  was  paid 
by  the  general  government  of  the  United  States.  The  by- 
laws, rules,  and  regulations  adopted  for  the  management  of 
the  Home  provided  that  all  persons,  members  in  good  stand- 
ing of  the  Grand  Army  of  the  Republic  in  the  Department  of 
Wisconsin  and  entitled  to  vote  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the 
department  encampment,  should  be  members  of  such  corpora- 
tion ;  that  the  board  of  trustees  should  hear  and  determine  all 
appeals  taken  from  the  decisions  of  the  commandant,  and  all 
grievances  of  members  when  made  in  person  or  in  writing; 
and  that  where  an  appeal  was  taken  from  any  sentence  or  act 
of  the  commandant  he  should  be  present  at  the  hearing  with 
the  evidence  on  which  his  sentence  or  act  was  based.  It  was 
made  the  duty  of  the  commandant  to  keep  a  docket  called 
^^Offenders'  Docket,"  and  to  keep  a  complete  history  of  every 
offense  and  offender.  It  was  provided  that  no  member  should 
be  discharged,  suspended,  or  dealt  with  in  any  way  without 
first  having  a  hearing,  and  for  this  purpose  a  time  and  place 
was  required  to  be  fixed  by  the  commandant  at  which  to  hear 
all  complaints  each  day,  and  that  a  brief  statement  of  evi* 
dence  and  witnesses  should  in  each  case  be  recorded.  Fur- 
ther, that  the  commandant  should  have  full  power  to  summa- 
rily discharge,  after  trial,  for  the  following  offenses:  First, 
habitual  intoxication;  second,  bringing  intoxicating  liquors 
upon  the  grounds  or  having  the  same  in  possession  without 
permission  of  the  surgeon;  third,  wilful  disobedience  of  or- 
ders of  the  commandant  and  insulting,  violent,  or  abusive  lan- 
guage to  any  officer,  member,  or  employee ;  fourth,  scandaliz- 
ing in  any  manner  the  management  of  the  Home.  For  viola- 
tion of  any  of  the  foregoing  rules  the  commandant  was  re- 
quired to  notify  the  offender  to  appear  before  him  at  a  time 
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jfixed  for  hearing  complaints,  and  if  found  guilty  the  com- 
mandant was  authorized  to  pass  such  sentence  as  he  might 
deem  just  and  proper,  subject,  however,  to  an  appeal  to  the 
board.  Any  member  desiring  to  appeal  from  the  command- 
ant's sentence  might  make  a  written  appeal  to  the  board  of 
trustees.  It  was  further  provided  that  any  member  might 
be  ordered  dishonorably  or  summarily  discharged  by  the 
board  of  trustees  for  wilful  violation  of  rules  and  regulations 
governing  the  Home,  and  by  the  commandant  in  cases  pro- 
vided for  in  the  rules.  It  was  provided  that  abusive  lan- 
guage against  the  board  of  trustees  or  officers  of  the  Home 
should  not  be  tolerated  at  any  time  or  at  any  place,  and 
should  subject  the  offender  to  dishonorable  discharge.  Mem- 
bers having  grievances  or  complaints  of  any  kind  against  the 
Home  were  invited  to  present  the  same,  with  the  assurance 
that  every  effort  would  be  made  to  remove  the  grievance  com- 
plained of,  if  found  to  exist.  The  total  membership,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  annual  report  of  1906,  is  700. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  soldier  in  the  Civil  War  and  was  sev- 
enty-eight years  of  age  at  the  time  this  action  was  begun. 
He  was  admitted  to  the  Home  im  June,  1901,  and  remained 
an  inmate  until  September,  1906,  when  he  was  dishonorably 
discharged.  At  the  time  he  was  admitted  he  was  receiving 
a  i)cnsion  of  $12  a  month,  and  under  the  rules  paid  $4  of  this 
to  the  Home  until  hia  marriage  in  August,  1901.  He  was  a 
member  of  the  Grand  Army  of  the  Republic  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Wisconsin.  In  1906  he  was  sent  aa  a  delegate  from 
his  Grand  Army  post  to  the  state  encampment  at  Marinette, 
and  made  a  protest  against  the  re-election  of  D.  O.  Jamee  as 
a  member  of  the  board  of  trufltees,  asserting  that  said  James 
was  criminally  intimate  with  one  Mrs.  White,  the  matron  of 
the  Home.  The  plaintiff  industriously  cir<^ated  the  report 
that  said  James  and  said  matron  w^e  impropeicly  conducting 
themselves.  Plaintiff  testified  that  he  did  not  state  that  the 
facts  were  within  his  knowledge,  but  only  that  it  was  common 
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rumor  that  criminal  intimacy  existed  between  the  I>artie8  in- 
volved. The  proof  to  the  effect  that  the  statements  were  posi- 
tively made  and  that  plaintiff  said  he  was  prepared  to  prove 
them  is,  however,  quite  convincing.  After  the  encampment 
was  over  the  plaintiff  was  called  before  the  board  of  trustees, 
at  which  time  he  claims  he  presented  a  petition  asking  for  an 
investigation  of  the  rumor  concerning  the  conduct  of  Mrs. 
White  and  Mr.  James.  The  evidence  of  what  took  place  at 
said  meeting  is  not  fully  preserved,  and  there  is  considerable 
conflict  in  the  testimony  as  to  what  evidence  was  in  fact  pro- 
duced. The  request  of  the  plaintiff  for  an  investigation  was 
denied,  if  any  request  was  in  fact  made.  It  does  not  appear 
that  at  this  meeting  any  evidence  was  produced  which  tended 
to  show  that  the  charge  made  by  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  true, 
unless  it  was  given  by  the  witness  Drown.  At  the  regular 
meeting  of  the  board  in  August  a  resolution  was  passed  di- 
recting the  commandant  to  notify  the  plaintiff  that  he  must 
prove  the  statements  made  touching  the  character  of  officers  of 
the  Home  and  other  statements  derogatory  to  the  best  interesta 
of  the  Home,  and  that  unless  he  was  able  to  prove  such  state- 
ments the  eommandant  was  directed  to  dishonorably  discharge 
him  from  the  Home.  At  a  meeting  held  in  September  this 
resolution  was  rescinded,  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  board 
investigate  the  statements  made  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  afore- 
said encampment  and  also  certain  statements  alleged  to  have 
been  made  at  other  times  since  the  meeting  of  the  board  held 
on  the  9th  of  July.  The  plaintiff  was  called  before  the  board, 
and  all  of  the  witnesses  upon  whom  he  relied,  with  one  ex- 
ception, to  testify  to  tibe  truth  of  the  statements  made  in  ref- 
erence to  Mr.  James  and  Mrs.  White  were  sworn.  Kone  of 
the  witnesses  gave  any  testimony  tending  to  incriminate 
either  of  the  parties,  and  the  plaintiff  apparently  relied  on 
rumor  entirely  as  the  foundation  for  the  charges  which  he  had 
made.  The  plaintiff  failing  to  prove  his  charges  he  was  disr 
honorably  discharged.     It  also  appears  that  at  the  September 
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meeting  of  the  board  he  virtually  defied  the  board  to  prevent 
him  making  statements  such  as  he  had  theretofore  made.  It 
also  appeared  that  between  the  time  the  encampment  was  held 
at  Marinette  and  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  Smith  from  the 
institution  he  had  persisted  in  making  statements  to  the  ef- 
fect that  there  was  a  criminal  intimacy  between  the  parties 
heretofore  named,  and  stated  in  substance  and  effect  that  the 
board  did  not  dare  discharge  him  from  the  institution. 

The  plaintiff  brings  this  action  against  the  defendant  to 
recover  damages  for  being  wrongfully  deprived  of  his  home 
from  and  after  the  time  he  was  discharged,  and  to  compen- 
sate him  for  the  expense  he  has  already  suffered  and  is  likely 
to  suffer  in  the  future.  The  damages  claimed  amount  to 
^5,000.  At  the  dose  of  the  testimony  the  trial  court  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  from  the  judgment  entered 
upon  such  verdict  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal.  The  errors 
assigned  are  as  follows:  (1)  In  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant.  (2)  In  excluding  the  evidence  of  a  certain  wit- 
ness.    (3)  In  requiring  plaintiff  to  file  security  for  costs. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  B,  E.  Van  Keuren, 
attorney,  and  Charles  H.  Forward,  of  oounsel,  and  oral  ai^ 
gument  by  Mr.  Van  Keuren. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Browne,  Browne  d 
Fisher,  and  oral  argument  by  E.  E.  Browne. 

Babnes,  J.  If  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  possession  of  facts 
which  reasonably  induced  the  belief  in  his  mind  that  the  trus- 
tee, James,  and  the  matron,  Mrs.  White,  were  criminally  in- 
timate or  were  guilty  of  unbecoming  conduct,  and  complaint 
had  been  made  in  the  proper  manner  and  to  the  proper  par^ 
ties,  his  conduct  might  be  characterized  as  courageous  and 
commendable.  An  institution  supported  by  the  bounty  of 
the  state  should  be  above  suspicion  in  the  respect  complained 
of,  and  its  inmates  could  ill  afford  to  remain  silent  if  reason- 
ably convinced  that  it  was  being  used  to  harbor  the  mistress 
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of  a  member  of  the  governing  body  of  the  corporation.  Such 
reprehensible  conduct  was  likely  to  be  discovered  sooner  or 
later,  and  when  discovered  might  well  react  upon  the  insti- 
tution itself,  the  maintenance  of  which  is  a  matter  of  moment 
*o  those  being  cared  for.  So  much  is  said  by  way  of  preface, 
lest  what  follows  might  be  erroneously  construed  as  intimat- 
ing that  members  of  the  Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home  must  hold 
their  peace  on  penalty  of  discharge  when  it  is  their  duty  to 
speak. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  record  that  before  plaintiff  attended 
the  encampment  of  the  Grand  Army  of  the  Republic  at  Mari- 
nette in  June,  1906,  he  had  heard  rumors  to  the  effect  that 
illicit  relations  were  being  maintained  between  Mr.  James 
and  Mrs.  White,  but  that  he  had  no  actual  knowledge  that 
«uch  relations  existed,  and  had  nothing  more  substantial  upon 
which  to  base  his  subsequent  statements  than  the  floating  gos- 
sip of  idle  tongues.  He  industriously  circulated  such  rumors 
among  the  delegates  attending  the  encampment.  While  ho 
<ienies,  in  a  way,  that  he  did  more  than  to  report  the  rumors 
he  had  heard,  the  evidence  is  overwhelming  and  convincing 
that  he  stated  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  Mr.  James  and  Mrs. 
White  were  guilty  and  that  he  could  prove  his  statement  by 
an  abundance  of  witnesses  if  the  opportunity  were  only  af- 
forded hiuL  At  the  close  of  the  encampment  at  Marinette  he 
wrote  to  T.  J.  Jeffers,  an  inmate  of  the  Home,  that  he  was 
satisfied  that  the  rumor  he  testified  he  had  circulated  was 
^*idle  camp  talk"  indulged  in  "for  the  purpose  of  injuring 
Mrs.  W.,  and  that  more  than  anything  else,"  and  that  he  '^was 
dragged  into  it  by  a  person"  he  believed  he  could  depend  upon 
as  his  friend.  At  the  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the 
Home  in  July,  1906,  he  was  called  before  it,  but  the  evidence 
is  unsatisfactory  as  to  what  took  place.  "No  full  record  of 
the  proceedings  was  preserved,  and  there  is  dispute  and  con- 
fusion in  the  evidence  as  to  what  transpired.  It  does  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  was  admonished  to  discontinue  further  gos- 
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sip,  and  was  told  that  were  it  not  for  hia  age  and  phjaical 
aaid  m^Ltal  condition. he  would  be  diafaonorablj  diaeharged. 
This  leniency  evid^itly  induced  the  bdief  in  bifi  Baind  that 
the  board  was  afraid  to  discharge  hiM,  aoid  he  ^)parentl7  con- 
tinued to  bruit  the  rumora  he  had  been  eautioned  to  desist 
from  circulating.  When  giyen  an  opportunity  at  the  Sep- 
tember meeting  to  make  good  his  accustttions^  he  utterly  failed 
to  produce  any  proof  that  would  justify  him  ija  persisting  in 
making  his  charges. 

Considering  the  age,  the  condition^  and  the  in&rmities  of 
the  inmates  of  this  Home,  it  ia  to  be  expeeted  that  they  will 
be  treated  with  consideration  and  forbearance^  Fault-find- 
ing is  often  a  characteristic,  if  not  a  prerogative,  of  the  aged 
and  the  infirm,  and  so  long  as  it  is  not  productive  of  harm  it 
may  well  be  treated  as  innoeuoua.  But  in  an  inatituticNa  of 
this  kind,  usually  containing  600  or  700  inmates,  it  is  self- 
evident  that  same  discipline  must  be  matntained  and  that 
some  wholesome  restraint  must  be  placed  upon  the  anile  tend- 
ency of  the  inmates  to  garrulity  wh^i  it  mean»  detriment  to- 
the  institution  itself  as  well  aa  irreparable  injury  to  others. 
The  fault  of  the  plaintiff  here  waa  no  idle  maundering  or 
mere  peccadillo,  and  could  not  be  overlooked  by  any  self-re- 
speeting  institution. 

The  defendant  is  an  eleemosynary  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin.  Corporations  organized  for 
purposes  akin  to  that  for  whieh  defendant  was  organized  have 
the  right  to  prescribe  reasonable  rules  goveniing  the  admis- 
sion of  inmates  and  also  have  the  right  to  prescribe  like  rules 
pertaining  to  their  discharge.  Sec.  1786,  Stats.  (1898),  pro- 
vides that  as  to  audi  corporaticoois  ^^the  proper  offiouss  design 
nated  by  the  by-laws  may,  in  their  diseretdciL,  at  any  time  dis- 
charge any  such  inmate  wheaa,  in  their  judgment,  it  shall  be 
for  his  interests  or  the  interests  of  the  eorporation.^'  The 
trustees  were  acting  within  liieir  statutory  powers  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  by-laws,  rales,  and  regulations  in  making 
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the  discbarge.  They  seem  to  have  pioceeded  regularly  and 
without  undue  haste  in  making  it,  and  the  cireuit  court  was 
right  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  board 
was  warranted  in  believing  that  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff 
was  reprehensible,  and  that  the  welfare  of  the  infl<;itution  de- 
manded that  he  sever  his  eonneetion  with  it. 

Mr.  James  did  not  vote  upon  the  resolution  to  discharge 
the  plaintiff,  and  was  not  present  when  it  was  passed.  Thero 
was  no  suiScient  showing  made  to  disqualify  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  board  of  trustees  from  acting  because  of  interest 
or  bias.  State  ex  reh  Starkweather  v.  Superior,  90  Wis.  612, 
64  K  W.  304;  State  ex  rel  Cook  v.  Houser,  122  Wis.  584, 
100  K  W.  964. 

An  order  was  made  in  the  action  requiring  the  plaintiff 
to  give  security  for  costs,  which  was  complied  with.  It  is 
urged  that  the  order  is  erroneous.  No  exception  was  taken 
thereto.  No  exception  need  be  taken  to  an  order  that  is 
properly  a  part  of  the  ju^ment  roll.  Sec.  2872,  Stats. 
(1898).  All  orders  and  papers  in  any  way  involving  the 
merits,  ai^d  necessarily  affecting  the  judgment,  are  pioperly 
a  part  of  the  judgment  roll.  Sec.  28^8,  Stats.  (1898).  On 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  any  intermediate  order  which 
involves  the  merits,  and  necessarily  affects  the  judgment, 
appearing  upon  the  record  transmitted,  may  be  reviewed 
without  exception.  Sec.  8070,  Stats.  (1898).  It  is  dif- 
ficult to  see  how  the  order  in  question  either  involved  the  mer- 
its of  the  action  or  affected  the  judgment  rendered  therein, 
and  if  it  did  not  it  can  be  reviewed  only  on  exception  being 
taken  thereto.  Donkle  v.  Milem,  88  Wis.  83,  59  N.  W.  586. 
Had  the  plaintiff  been  unable  to  furnish  the  required  security 
and  had  a  judgment  been  entered  dismissing  his  action  for 
that  reason,  an  entirely  different  question  woiild  be  presented. 
The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  able  to  furnish  the  required 
security  makes  it  self-evident  that  there  was  no  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion on  the  part  of  the  trial  court  in  making  the  order,  and 
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in  the  absenoe  of  such  abuse  the  order  should  not  be  reversed. 
Simanek  v.  Nemetz,  120  Wis.  42,  97  N.  W.  508;  CoTheth  v. 
Colbeth,  117  Wis.  90,  93  N.  W.  829;  CuOen  v.  HaniscK  114 
Wis.  24,  89  K  W.  900;  Joint  School  Dist.  v.  Kemen,  72 
Wis.  179,  89  N.  W.  131;  Heeron  v.  BecJcwUh,  1  Wis.  17. 

Some  other  questions  are  treated  in  the  briefS|  but  the 
-conclusion  we  have  reached  renders  discussion  of  them  un- 
necessary. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed* 


Meogbtt,  Respondent,  vs.  Noethwestebn  Mutual  Litb 
Insurance  Company:  Smith  and  others,  Appellants. 

March  lO—March  SO,  1909. 

lAfe  iriiurance:  Who  may  assign  policy:  Rights  of  assignee:  Ex- 
clusion of  henefidaries. 

1.  A  person  who  obtains  Insurance  on  his  life  and  pays  the  pre- 

miums for  the  benefit  of  another  may  assign  or  dispose  of  the 
policy  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  its  terms,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  beneficiary  named  therein. 

2.  A  daughter  applied  for  insurance  on  the  life  of  her  father,  and 

was  named  as  beneficiary  in  the  policy,  which  further  provided 
that  in  case  of  her  death  before  the  death  of  her  father  the 
insurance  should  be  payable  to  his  heirs  at  law.  Either  she 
or  her  father  paid  the  premiums.  Beld  that,  as  owners  and 
in  control  of  the  policy,  the  daughter  and  her  father  had  full 
power  to  assign  it 
^.  The  daughter,  with  the  assent  of  the  father,  assigned  the  policy 
"and  all  .  .  .  sums  of  money  .  .  .  now  due  or  hereafter  to 
arise  or  to  be  had  or  made  by  virtue  thereof,  and  subject  to  all 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  provisions  of  said  policy."  Held, 
that  such  assignment  was  not  restricted  to  any  interest  less 
than  all  the  rights  and  interest  inhering  in  the  contract,  and 
that  thereunder  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  the  policy  and  its 
proceeds  became  absolute  and  the  interest  of  all  persons  named 
therein  as  beneficiaries  ceased. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane^ 
county:  E.  Ray  Stevens,  Circiiit  Judge.     Affii^med. 

This  is  an  action  to  determine  the  ownership  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  an  insurance  policy.  On  December  13,  1864,  the 
defendant  company  issued  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the 
life  of  Alexander  Meggett.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
Mary  H.  T.  Meggett,  a  daughter  of  the  insured,  paid  the 
first  premium.  The  policy  provided  that  the  premiimM^ 
should  be  paid  in  ten  annual  payments  and  that  the  policy 
should  mature  at  Alexander  Meggett's  death.  October  6,. 
1873,  Mary  H.  T.  Meggett,  then  a  single  woman  twenty-twa 
years  of  age,  assigned  the  policy  with  the  consent  of  her  fa- 
ther, the  insured,  to  her  stepmother,  Sarah  A.  Meggett. 
Mary  H.  T.  Meggett  afterwards  married  and  died,  and  at 
her  decease  left  surviving  her  three  children,  who  are  defend- 
ants in  this  action.  Sarah  A.  Meggett  died  after  Mary  H.  T. 
Meggett,  and  left  surviving  her  her  husband,  the  insured,  and 
two  children,  the  plaintiff  and  Frank  T.  Meggett.  These 
were  her  only  heirs  at  law.  Alexander  Meggett,  after  the 
death  of  Sarah  A.  Meggett,  assigned  the  policy  of  insurance  to 
the  plaintiff.  Frank  T.  Meggett  and  Alexander  Meggett  as 
special  administrator  of  the  estate  of  his  deceased  wife,  Sarah 
A.  Meggett,  jointly  assigned  the  policy  to  the  plaintiff.  AiJ 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  insured,  July  16,  1907,  he  left 
surviving  him  as  his  only  heirs  at  law  the  three  children  of 
his  deceased  daughter  and  his  two  sons,  the  children  of  Sarah 
A.  Meggett,  plaintiff  and  Prank  T.  Meggett  Frank  T.  Meg- 
gett has  assigned  any  interest  or  claim  he  might  have  in  the 
policy  to  the  plaintiff. 

After  plaintiff  had  made  proof  of  death  and  proved  the 
above  facts  as  establishing  his  interest  in  the  policy  and  his 
right  to  the  proceeds,  the  defendant  company  paid  plaintiff 
two  thirds  of  the  proceeds  of  the  policy,  but  refused  to  pay 
him  the  other  one  third.  Plaintiff  brought  his  action,  alleg- 
ing the  facts  as  given  above  and  also  that  the  premiums  had 
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all  been  paid.  The  answer  of  the  defendasit  oompanj  admits 
the  allegations  of  the  c<Mnplaint  except  as  to  proof  of  plaint- 
iff's interest  in  and  right  to  the  one  third  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  policy,  and  requests  pennission  to  pay  this  sum  into  court 
and  be  released.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the 
court  overruling  the  demurrer  of  the  individual  defendants 
to  the  complaint  oti  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  a  cause  of 
action. 

Wm.  R.  Bitgley,  for  the  appellantay  contended,  inter  alia, 
that  the  mere  fact  that  Alexander  ]liJeggiGit's  life  was  insured 
by  a  policy  procured  by  his  daughter  did  not  give  him  the 
power  to  assign  the  policy  to  the  exciusion  of  the  beneficiaries 
named  therein.  Ferdon  «.  Canfield,  104  N.  Y.  148.  The  in- 
terest of  Mary  H.  T.  Meggett  as  assured  was  contingent,  and 
her  assignment  to  her  stepmother  assigned  no  greater  interest 
25  Cyc.  777,  note  84;  Conn.  Mvi.  L.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Burroughs, 
34  Conn.  305 ;  Stevens  v.  O&rrMmid  L.  In$.  Co,  26  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  156;  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  H^igen'man,  19  Colo.  App.  33; 
Appeal  of  Brown,  125  Pa.  St.  308;  Entwistle  v.  Travdera 
Ins.  Co.  202  Pa,  St  141.  The  assignment  by  Mary  to  her 
stepmother  was  conditional,  being  expressly  "subject  to  all 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  provisions  of'  the  policy.  One  of 
the  conditions  of  the  policy  is  that  the  prooeeds  shall  be  paid 
to  Mary  in  case  she  shall  survive  her  father;  and  it  is  pro- 
vided in  the  poli<7  that  in  the  event  that  Mary  does  not  sur- 
vide  her  father,  the  prooeeds  Asll  be  paid  to  ker  f ath^s 
heirs  at  law.  After  the  death  of  Mary  the  right  of  Ae  heirs 
at  law  of  Alexander  Meggett  to  tiie  proceeds  of  the  policy  be- 
came absolute  and  indefeasible. 

For  the  respondent  diere  was  a  brief  by  02m  «£  BuUer, 
and  oral  argument  by  H.  L.  Bidler, 

SnsBBOKSB,  J.  The  allegations  of  tiie  oomplaint  set  forth 
the  contract  and  the  assignment  by  whidi  the  rif^ts  to  the 
proceeds  of  the  policy  are  establi^ed.     It  appears  dieref  rom 
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that  the  policy  called  for  ithe  paTxaemt  of  tea  fliniifaal  ppeaiiumfi 
during  the  first  ten  years  after  its  iBBue  and  was  to  mature 
At  the  death  of  Alexander  Meggett,  the  insured.  The  assign- 
ment by  Mary  to  iier  stepmother,  Sarah  Meggett,  was  assented 
to  by  the  insured,  was  niade  October  ^6,  1873^  and  was  based 
on  a  yaluable  oonsideiration.  She  duereby  ^^granted,  assigned, 
transferred,  and  set  over  .  •  .  xinlio  the  said  Sarah  A.  Meg- 
^tt,  her  heirs,  executors,  adminastrators,  and  assigns  the  said 
policy  of  assurance,  and  all  .  .  .  sums  of  money,  interest, 
benefit,  and  adrantage  whatsoever  now  due  or  hereafter  to 
-arise  or  to  be  had  or  made  by  virtue  thereof,  and  subject  to  all 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  provisions  of  said  policy  of  assur- 
.ance.  To  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Sarah  A. 
Meggett  and  her  heirs,  eseoutors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
forever.'*  The  policy  assures  the  life  of  Alexander  Meggett 
and  is  payable  at  his  death,  asnd,  '^in  case  of  tlie  death  of  the 
said  assured  before  the  death  of  the  said  person  whose  life 
is  aBSured,  the  amoujat  of  the  said  insurance  shall  be  payable 
to  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  said  Alexander  Meggett"  The 
question  presented  by  the  demurrer  goes  to  the  legal  effect  of 
the  assignment  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  policy. 

The  allegaticxis  of  the  complaint  are  in  effect  that  the  policy 
issued  on  Mary's  application,  that  she  paid  the  first  premium, 
and  that  she  was  the  beneficiary.  It  is  not  alleged  in  terms 
whether  or  not  her  father,  the  insured,  thereafter  paid  the 
premiums,  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the  question  raised,  we 
•do  not  deem  it  essential  to  determine  this  fact,  since  pre- 
sumably either  she  or  her  father,  the  insured,  paid  them.  The 
facts  as  pleaded,  then,  are  that  she  was  the  applicant  for  the 
insuranoe,  she  was  named  as  beneficiary  in  the  policy,  either 
she  or  her  father  paid  the  premiums,  and,  before  payn^ent  of 
the  premiums  had  been  completed,  she  made  an  assignment 
♦of  the  policy  with  the  assent  of  the  insured.  We  have  then 
an  assignment  of  this  policy  by  the  assured  with  the  consent 
of  the  insured^  the  fact  that  the  premiums  due  thereon  up  to 
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the  time  of  the  assignment  had  been  paid  by  them^  and  the 
presumption  that  the  assignee  paid  the  remaining  unpaid 
premiums. 

The  right  of  the  party  who  obtains  insurance  and  pays  the 
premiums  for  the  benefit  of  another  to  make  an  assignment  of 
an  insurance  policy  is  well  established  in  this  state.  Counsel 
of  both  parties  concede  this.  It  has  repeatedly  been,  held  that 
the  person  so  obtaining,  paying  for,  and  carrying  the  insur- 
ance "may  dispose  of  the  policy  by  will  or  in  other  manner  not 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  policy,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  beneficiary  named  therein."  Bawson  v.  Milwaukee  Mvi. 
L.  /rw.  Co.  115  Wis.  641,  92  K  W.  378.  In  the  hands  of 
such  a  party  the  policy  has  attached  to  it  the  right  and  power 
of  such  party  to  dispose  of  it  as  a  chose  in  action  in  any  of 
the  ways  provided  by  law.  As  declared  in  Opitz  v.  Karel, 
118  Wis.  627,  95  K  W.  948,  it  represents  a  subsisting  obli- 
gation, as  do  notes,  bonds,  and  certificates,  and  evidences  an 
amount  to  be  paid  at  a  time  fixed  by  its  terms,  though  it  may 
lapse  through  failure  to  comply  with  its  terms.  But  such  ft 
contingency  cannot  destroy  its  character  as  a  transferable 
chose  in  action  while  it  subsists  as  a  valid  obligation,  and, 
when  legally  assigned,  title  to  the  proceeds  of  the  policy  be- 
comes vested  in  the  assignee.  Glaric  v.  Durand,  12  Wis.  223 ; 
Estate  of  BreUwng,  78  Wis.  33,  46  N.  W.  891,  47  N.  W.  17; 
Slocum  V.  N,  W.  Nat,  L.  Ins.  Co.  135  Wis.  288,  116  N.  W. 
796. 

The  allegations  of  the  complaint  sustain  the  claim  that  at 
the  time  Mary,  with  the  consent  of  the  insured,  assigned  the 
policy  to  her  stepmother,  she  and  her  father  were  in  oontrol 
of  the  i>olicy,  since  they  had  obtained  its  issuance  and  had 
paid  the  premiums.  Under  these  circumstances  we  perceive 
no  reason  why  they,  as  owners  of  the  policy,  could  not  deal 
with  it  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  insured  alone  had  obtained 
the  insurance,  paid  the  premiums,  and  kept  control  of  the 
policy.    The  ownership  and  right  to  deal  with  the  policy  as  ae 
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valid  obligation  was  held  by  them  jointly  and  vested  in  them 
all  the  rightfi  held  under  the  law  of  this  state  by  the  insur^ 
under  the  same  conditions. 

Nor  do  we  find  any  restriction  in  the  form  of  assignment 
limiting  the  transfer  to  any  interest  less  than  all  the  rights  and 
interest  inhering  in  the  contract  We  are  of  opinion  that, 
when  the  assignment  to  Sarah  A.  Meggett  was  consummated, 
her  rights  and  interest  in  the  policy  and  its  proceeds  became 
absolute  and  the  interest  of  all  persons  named  therein  as  bene- 
ficiaries ceased.  2  May,  Ins.  §§  388,  389;  N.  Y.  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Armstrong,  117  U.  S.  591,  6  Sup.  Ct  877. 

Upon  these  considerations  we  must  hold  that  the  trial  court 
properly  overruled  the  demurrer. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  of  tha 
individual  defendants  is  affirmed. 


Chasb,  Bespondent,  vs.  Woodbttvf  and  others,  Appellants. 
March  10— March  SO,  1909. 

Appeal:  Former  decision:  Law  of  the  case:  Witnesses:  Competency: 
Transactions  with  persons  since  deceased:  Striking  out  testi- 
mony: Estoppel:  Instructions  to  jury:  Harmless  errors. 

1.  The  decision  of  this  court  on  a  former  appeal  as  to  the  admis- 

sibility of  evidence  is  the  law  of  the  case  on  a  subsequent  trial 
and  appeal. 

2.  A  defendant  in  ejectment  was  Incompetent,  under  sec.  4069,  Stats. 

(1898),  to  testify  that  at  a  certain  time  he  saw  the  deed  under 
which  the  plaintifP  claims  in  the  possession  of  the  grantor, 
where  he  obtained  such  information  In  a  transaction  with  said 
grantor,  since  deceased,  in  which  the  deed  was  shown  to  him 
by  the  grantor  for  the  purpose  of  examination. 

8.  It  is  not  error  to  strike  out  the  answer  of  a  witness  which  is  not 
responsive  to  the  question. 

4.  Evidence,  introduced  as  supporting  a  defense  of  estoppel,  as  to 
a  statement  made  by  plaintifP,  but  which  was  not  shown  to 
Vol.  138—41 
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have  been  known  to  or  acted  upon  by  the  defendant  or  to  have 
influenced  him  in  any  way,  was  immaterial  and  it  was  not  error 
to  strike  it  out. 

5.  In  ejectment  where  there  was  not  Buflftctent  evidence  to  support 

a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the  defense  of  adverse  possession, 
error  in  the  charge  upon  that  subject  was  harmless  as  to  him. 

6.  Where  it  was  held  on  a  former  appeal  that  under  the  evidence 

at  the  first  trial  the  question  whether  a  deed  was  delivered  was 
for  the  jury,  and  on  tfao  seoond  trial  the  evidence  to  show  de- 
livery was  fully  as  strong,  a  finding  by  the  Jury  that  the  deed 
was  delivered  cannot  be  disturbed.  • 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  tor  Sauk 
county:  E.  Eat  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  possession  of  lot  4,  block 
25,  in  the  city  of  Baraboo,  and  for  damages  for  unlawfully 
withholding  possession  thereof  from  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendants denied  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint  and 
set  up  adverse  possession  in  the  defendant,  and  further  set  up 
the  defense  of  estoppel  by  way  of  amendment  to  the  answer. 
The  case  was  tried  to  the  court  and  a  jury.  Both  parties 
moved  for  direction  of  a  verdict  The  motions  were  respec- 
tively denied  and  the  case  submitted  to  the  jury  and  the  fol- 
lowing verdict  returned : 

"(1)  Did  Julius  K.  Woodruff  deliver  the  deed  dated 
March  4, 1868,  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  with  intent  to  pass  title  t 
A.  Yea. 

"(2)  If  your  answer  to  question  number  1  be  Tes,'  at 
what  time  was  sudi  delivery  made?     A.  March  4,  1868. 

"(3)  Did  the  defendant  and  Julius  R.  Woodruff  together 
have  adverse  possession  of  the  lot  in  question  for  twenty  years 
prior  to  April  6,  1906  ?    A.  No. 

"(4)  Is  the  plaintiff  estopped  to  claim  the  title  to  this  lot 
in  question  i    A.  No." 

Motions  were  made  by  defendant  to  change  the  answers  to 
the  special  verdict,  for  judgment  upon  the  verdict,  for  judg^ 
ment  notwithstanding  the  verdict,  and  to  set  the  verdict 
aside  and  for  a  new  trial.  Each  and  every  of  said  motions 
were  denied  and  judgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
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yerdict,  fixing  the  damages  at  $20.  Judgment  was  entered 
accordingly  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  from  which  this  appeal 
was  taken-  * 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Dithmar  &  Mahne 
and  Orotophorxt,  Evans  &  Thomas,  and  oral  argument  by 
E.  A,  Evans. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Ooggvns  &  Brazeau, 
<y{  counsel,  and  H.  E.  Fitch,  attorney,  and  oral  argument  by 
T.  W.  Brazeau. 

Keewxit,  J.  In  1865  Julius  Woodruff  was  the  owner  of 
a  farm  of  120  acres  near  Baraboo,  Wisconsin,  and  lots  Nos. 
3  and  4,  block  25,  in  Baraboo.  On  lot  3  was  the  homestead 
of  Julius  Woodruff,  which  he  occupied  from  1865  until  1906. 
Lot  4  is  involved  in  this  action.  Lots  3  and  4  were  used  to- 
gether from  1855  until  April  19,  1905,  when  Julius  gave 
a  warranty  deed  covering  lot  4  to  his  son  Frank  R,  Woodruff, 
defendant,  which  was  recorded  May  5,  1906,  after  which 
Frank  proceeded  to  improve  the  lot  and  erect  a  dwelling  house 
thereon,  and  executed  a  m<Hrtgage  to  the  defendant  Alice  M, 
Wright,  The  mortgage  was  recorded  January  29,  1906. 
Julius  R.  Woodruff  died  January  16,  1906,  at  the  age  of 
ninety-three.  He  was  married  three  times,  and  Charles  and 
defendant  Frank  Woodruff  are  the  surviving  children  of  the 
first  marriage.  Jennie  Woodruff  Chase  ^as  the  only  issue 
of  the  second  marriage  and  no  children  were  bom  of  the  third 
marriage,  his  third  wife  dying  in  September,  1907.  On 
March  8,  1868,  Julius  Woodruff  made  and  executed  a  deed, 
naming  as  grantees  therein  his  three  children,  Jennie  Wood- 
ruff, afterwards  Jennie  Woodruff  Chase,  Frank  Woodruff, 
and  Charles  Woodruff,  conveying  the  farm  and  lots,  and 
expressing  his  intention  therein  to  give  to  his  sons  equally 
the  farm  and  the  lots  to  Jennie.  The  controversy  in  this 
case  turns  upon  the  question  of  whether  this  deed  was  de- 
livered, and,  if  so,  when  delivered,  and  whether  all  rights 
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thereunder  have  been  lost.  Jennie  Woodruff  married  the 
plaintiff  November  25,  1898,  and  died  intestate  and  with- 
out issue  August  2,  1902.  The  plaintiff,  her  husband,  sur- 
vives her.  After  the  death  of  Julius  R.  Woodruff  and  on 
the  9th  day  of  March,  1906,  plaintiff  recorded  the  deed 
above  referred  to.  This  action  is  brought  by  plaintiff  as 
successor  in  title  to  Jennie  Chase  to  recover  possession  of 
lot  4  and  damages  for  the  withholding  of  possession.  The 
warranty  deed  executed  in  1868,  heretofore  referred  to, 
was  found  in  the  trunk  of  Jennie  Chase  shortly  after  her 
death.  The  plaintiff  rests  his  case  largely  upon  the  presump- 
tion of  delivery  arising  from  the  possession  of  the  deed  by 
Jennie,  and  insists  that  such  presumption  has  not  been  over- 
come by  the  evidence  produced.  Appellant  claims  judgment 
should  be  reversed  for  error  committed  on  the  trial. 

1.  Plaintiff  put  in  evidence  the  deed  of  Julius  R  Wood- 
ruff and  proved  that  said  deed  was  found  in  the  trunk  of 
Jennie  Chase  after  her  death.  Plaintiff  further  offered  evi- 
dence tending  to  strengthen  the  presumption  of  delivery  aris- 
ing from  possession  by  Jennie.  One  Pelton,  register  of  deeds 
of  Sauk  county  from  1901  to  1906,  was  examined  in  chief 
by  plaintiff  respecting  a  conversation  had  with  J.  R.  Wood- 
ruff shortly  after  he  entered  the  register  of  deeds'  office  re- 
specting the  recording  of  a  certain  deed  to  Jennie,  daughter 
of  J.  R.  Woodruff,  and  stated  that  he  (Woodruff)  did  not 
want  the  deed  recorded.  The  evidence  of  Pelton  was  very 
general.  It  did  not  show  that  J.  R.  Woodruff  had  given  the 
deed  in  question  to  Jennie,  but  that  Jennie  held  a  deed  of 
the  premises,  and  the  intent  of  giving  the  deed  was  not  gone 
into.  On  cross-examination  of  Pelton  the  question  was 
asked :  "You  stated  on  your  direct  examination  that  he  said 
that  the  deed  had  been  given  to  Jennie.  Did  he  tell  you  he 
had  given  it  to  Jennie  for  safe-keeping  ?"  He  answered :  "I 
think  so.'^    This  answer  was  stricken  out  and  this  ruling  is 
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complained  of.  The  court  stated  in  ruling  this  answer  out 
that  it  so  ruled  upon  the  authority  of  the  decision  on  the 
former  appeal  Chase  v.  Woodruff,  133  Wis.  555, 113  N.  W. 
973.  It  seems  the  ruling  of  the  lower  court  was  correct  under 
the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  a  similar  question  in  the  above 
•case,  and  whether  the  ruling  was  right  or  wrong  it  is  the 
law  of  the  case.  Hill  v.  Am.  8.  Co.  112  Wis.  627,  88  K  W. 
642;  Staie  v.  Wis.  Cent,  B.  Co.  133  Wis.  478,  113  N.  W. 
952.  The  ruling  is  hereafter  referred  to  regarding  the  ex- 
amination of  defendant  Frank  Woodruff. 

2.  The  plaintiff  called  defendant  Frank  Woodruff  as  an 
adverse  party  and  interrogated  him  respecting  his  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  the  deed  from  Julius  R.  Woodruff  to 
Jennie,  Frank,  and  Charles  Woodruff,  and  among  other  ques- 
tions the  following  were  put:  "Is  it  not  a  fact  that  he  told 
you  that  he  had  given  it  to  Jennie?  Answer  that  *Tes'  or 
^No.'  To  give  it,  to  give  it  over  to  her.  Just  what  I  said.'' 
To  this  the  witness  answered:  "I  coxdd  only  answer  it  in 
this  way:  That  I  knew  that  he  gave  it  to  her."  ^'Q.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  Julius  R.  Woodruff  told  you  that  he  had  given 
that  deed  to  Jennie?  A.  Yes;  he  told  me  that  he  had 
^ven  it  to  her,  but  that  wasn't  all  he  told  me,  though."  The 
testimony  as  to  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Jennie  was  upon  ai 
vital  issue  in  the  case,  namely,  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  It 
was  also  material  in  bringing  notice  to  Frank.  This  evidence 
being  brought  out  by  plaintiff  on  direct  examination  of  de- 
fendant Frank  as  an  adverse  witness,  it  is  insisted  that  the 
•door  was  opened  and  the  defendant  entitled  to  the  whole  dt 
the  conversation,  part  of  which  had  been  put  in  by  the  plaint- 
iff, and  defendant  asked  for  the  rest  of  the  conversation, 
v^hich  was  objected  to  and  the  question  withdrawn.  After- 
wards the  witness  was  recalled  and  the  question  again  put, 
and  an  objection  to  it  sustained  on  the  authority  of  the  opin- 
ion on  former  appeal^  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  waa 
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self-serving  and  therefore  not  admissible.  This  ruling,  like 
the  former  referred  to,  is  ruled  by  the  decision  on  the  former 
appeal,  where  the  question  was  decided,  and  is  binding  here. 

3.  Appellant  assigns  error  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
struck  out  the  answer  of  Frank  Woodruff  to  the  effect  that  he 
saw  the  deed  in  the  possession  of  his  father.  This  assignment 
of  error  covers  the  admission  of  evidence  imder  objection  to 
the  effect  that  Frank  saw  the  deed  to  Jennie  in  1885  and 
the  action  of  the  court  in  striking  out  this  evidence.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  clearly  that  this  evidence  involved  a 
transaction  with  the  deceased,  Julius  It  Woodruff,  and  there- 
fore was  incompetent  under  sec  4069,  Stats.  (1898).  Frank 
obtained  the  information  concerning  which  he  gave  evidence 
in  a  transaction  with  Julius,  in  which  the  deed  in  question 
was  shown  to  Frank  by  Julius  for  the  purpose  of  examina- 
tion. So  we  think  no  error  was  committed  in  excluding  this 
evidence. 

4.  The  following  question  was  asked  Frank  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff  on  direct  examination  when  called  by  plaintiff: 
"Q.  You  knew,  did  you  not,  that  this  deed  of  Julius  R* 
Woodruff  to  Jennie  Chase  was  not  to  be  recorded  until  after 
Julius  R.  Woodruff's  death,  did  you  not  ?  A.  It  was  under- 
stood that  it  was  not  to  be  recorded  at  all  unless  he  wanted  it 
to  be."  This  answer  was  not  responsive  to  the  question  and 
was  stricken  out  for  that  reason.  Hence  no  error  was  com- 
mitted in  that  regard. 

5.  In  1906  the  plaintiff  exhibited  his  deed  to  one  Selleck 
at  Baraboo,  and  the  alleged  error  under  this  head  relates  to 
the  conversation  between  plaintiff  and  Selleck  to  the  effect 
that  plaintiff  stated  he  did  not  claim  lot  4.  The  answer  was 
stricken  out,  and  this  action  of  the  court  is  complained  of 
because  the  evidence  was  competent^  and  further  that  after 
the  answer  had  been  given  it  should  not  have  been  stricken 
out.  This  evidence  bore  upon  the  defense  of  estoppeL  If 
the  evidence  was  incompetent  it  was  entirely  proper  for  the 
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court  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  to  strike  it  out.  We  fail 
to  discover  any  error  in  striking  out  the  evidence.  The  state- 
ment made  was  after  defendant  Frank  had  bought  the  lot  and 
not  in  the  presence  of  Frank.  It  does  not  appear  that  Frank 
had  knowledge  of  the  statement,  if  made,  acted  upon  it,  or 
was  in  the  slightest  degree  influenced  by  it.  We  do  not  see 
that  it  was  material  upon  the  question  of  estoppel  or  that  its 
presence  in  the  record  added  anything  to  the  defense.  In- 
deed, we  think  it  very  doubtful  whether  there  was  suflScient 
evidence  to  support  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon 
the  defense  of  estoppel. 

6.  Upon  the  defense  of  adverse  possession  error  is  assigned 
in  the  charge.  We  think  the  charge  was  erroneous,  but  shall 
spend  no  time  in  discussing  it,  since  it  was  harmless,  because 
we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  not  sufiScient  evid^ice  to 
support  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  the  defense 
of  adverse  possession. 

7.  Error  is  also  assigned  on  the  ground  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  respecting  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  Jennie* 
Upon  the  evidence  on  the  f ormecr  trial  this  court  held  that  the 
question  was  for  the  jury.  But  it  ia  insisted  that  upon  the 
last  trial  the  presumption  arising  from  possession  of  the  deed 
was  fully  rebutted,  and  a  very  able  argument  is  made  by 
coimsel  for  appellant  upon  that  proposition.  It  vrould  serve 
no  useful  purpose  to  review  in  detail  the  several  points  made 
by  counsel  under  this  head.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  after 
a  careful  examination  oi  the  evidence  we  think  it  is  fully  as 
strong  on  the  question  of  delivery  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on 
the  last  as  on  the  first  trial,  and  therefore  we  must  hold  that 
the  question  of  delivery  was  for  the  jury  and  that  their  find- 
ing cannot  be  disturbed. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  af- 
firmed. 
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I  *  >  Fox,  Respondent,  vs.  Postal  Telegbaph-Cablb  Company, 

H  Appellant 

March  11— March  SO,  1909. 

Contracts:  Validity:  Public  policy:  Enforcement:  Comity:  Telegraph*: 
Stipulation  against  responsiMlity  for  negligence:  Defense. 

1.  Though  It  Is  a  general  rule  that  the  lex  loci  governs  as  to  the 

validity  of  a  contract,  yet  comity  does  not  require  recognition 
or  enforcement,  either  as  a  basis  of  attack  or  defense,  of  a  con- 
tract which,  though  valid  under  the  lex  loci,  contravenes  the 
public  policy  of  the  state  in  which  such  recognition  or  enforce- 
ment Is  sought. 

2.  A  stipulation  against  responsibility  of  a  telegraph  company  for 

negligence  in  transmitting  or  delivering  a  message  is  contrary 
to  the  public  policy  of  this  state,  declared  both  In  judicial  de- 
cisions and  in  sec.  1778,  Stats.  (1898);  and  in  an  action  in  the 
courts  of  this  state  based  on  such  negligence  a  stipulation  of 
that  sort  is  not  available  as  a  defense,  even  though  it  was 
valid  in  the  state  where  the  contract  was  made  and  valid  in 
the  state  where  the  message  was  to  be  delivered  and  where 
the  tort  in  failing  to  deliver  it  promptly  was  committed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
county:  E.  Ray  Stevens,  Circuit  Judge.     Affirmed. 

Action  for  damages  for  negligence  respecting  delivery  of  a 
telegram. 

These  facts  were  stated  for  a  cause  of  action:  Defendant^  a 
New  York  corporation,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  December 
19,  1906,  at  about  noon,  Eastern  time,  received  from  plaint- 
iff a  message  to  be  transmitted  by  its  telegraph  system  to  a 
person  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  at  100  Washington  street,  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  having  such  person  make  a  useless 
trip  from  such  city  to  the  city  of  New  York,  as  he  contem- 
plated doing,  starting  on  the  2  o^clock  p.  m.,  Central  time, 
train  on  such  day.  The  message  was  important,  which  fact 
defendant  was  duly  notified  of  at  the  time  it  was  delivered 
for  transmission.  Defendant  was  also  fully  informed  of  the 
necessity  of  the  message  reaching  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
addressed  before  the  leaving  time  of  such  train  on  such  day. 
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Had  the  message  been  expeditiously  transmitted  and  de- 
livered, it  would  have  been  received  by  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  addressed,  before  12  o'clock  noon.  Central  time,  Decem- 
ber 19th  aforesaid,  and  in  ample  time  to  have  prevented  the 
addressee  from  starting  on  the  journey  to  New  York.  It 
was  received  at  defendant's  oflSce  at  the  Palmer  House  in 
Chicago  at  forty-six  minutes  past  eleven  a.  m..  Central  time, 
on  the  day  it  was  sent,  but  was  not  delivered  at  the  place  to 
which  it  was  addressed  until  noon  of  the  next  day.  By  rea- 
son thereof  the  addressee  started  and  made  the  journey  to 
New  York  when  he  otherwise  would  not  have  done  so,  to  the 
<lamage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  simi  of  $157.37. 

Defendant  for  a  defense  pleaded,  among  other  things,  that 
plaintiff  wrote  his  message  on  one  of  defendant's  ordinary 
blanks  containing  on  the  face  this  language : 

"The  Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Company  .  .  .  transmits 
And  delivers  this  message  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
printed  on  the  back  of  this  blank.  .  .  .  Send  the  following 
message,  without  repeating,  subject  to  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions printed  on  the  back  hereof,  which  are  hereby  agreed  to." 

The  indorsement  contained  this  language: 

"To  guard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of  a  mes- 
sage should  order  it  REPEATED ;  that  is,  telegraphed  back 
to  the  originating  office  for  comparison.  For  this  one-half 
regular  rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed  between  the 
sender  of  the  message  written  on  the  face  hereof  and  the 
Postal  Telegraph-Cable  Company,  that  said  company  shall  not 
be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  deliv- 
ery, or  for  nondelivery  of  any  UNREPEATED  message  be- 
yond the  amount  received  for  sending  the  same ;  nor  for  mis- 
takes or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  nonde- 
livery of  an  UNREPEATED  message  beyond  fifty  times  the 
«um  received  for  sending  the  same,  unless  specially  insured. 
•  •  • 

Plaintiff  did  not  request  to  have  the  message  repeated  nor 
to  have  it  insured.  The  sum  paid  for  the  service  was  forty 
•cents. 
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The  case  turned  on  whether  the  language  of  the  indorse- 
ment was  binding  upon  plaintiff  as  a  part  of  his  contract 
with  defendant  respecting  the  transmission  and  delivery  of 
the  message.  In  respect  thereto  the  trial  court  decided  in 
plaintiff's  favor,  and  also  found  all  matters  of  fact  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  and  held,  by  reason  thereof,  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  judgment  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint 
Judgment  was  accordingly  rendered. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Tenneys,  Hall, 
Davies  <&  Sanderson,  and  oral  argument  by  F,  W.  Hall, 
They  contended,  inter  alia,  that  the  stipulation  upon  the 
back  of  the  tel^raph  blank  used  by  the  plaintiff  was  a  bind- 
ing contract  Kiley  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  109  K  Y.  231; 
Ayers  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  634;  Eiley  v.  W. 
U.  Tel  Co.  26  X.  Y.  Supp.  532,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  581 ;  Breese 
V.  U.  S.  Tel  Co.  48  N.  Y.  132,  AUen's  TeL  Caa.  663,  680 ; 
Halsiead  v.  Postal  Tel  C.  Co.  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  1016;  Hal- 
stead  V.  Postal  Tel  C.  Co.  193  K  Y.  293 ;  Shaw  v.  Postal 
Tel  &  C.  Co.  79  liKss.  670,  56  L.  R.  A.  486.  It  is  not  true 
that  the  courts  of  Wisconsin  wiU  not  enforce  a  valid  contract 
of  another  state  which  is  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
law  of  this  state.  If  such  a  contract  in  fact  is  not  contra 
honos  mores  it  may  be  enforced  if  properly  pleaded  and 
proved.  Hvll  v.  Augustine,  23  Wis.  383;  Schoenberg  v. 
Adler,  105  Wis.  645,  649 ;  Brown  v.  Am.  F.  Co.  31  Fed.  516. 
This  court  has  sustained  a  contract  made  in  another  state  with 
resj^ct  to  usury,  although  against  the  policy  and  the  ex- 
press statute  of  Wisconsin.  The  transmission  of  the  telegram 
in  question  was  b\isiness  done  outside  of  the  state,  by  con- 
tract made  outside  of  the  state,  and  was  entirely  to  be  per- 
formed outside  of  Wisoon^in,  and  is  not  governed  by  the  pub- 
lic policy  of  Wisconsin  nor  the  express  law  of  Wisconsin, 
since  it  is  a  New  York  contract  and  falls  within  the  ap- 
proval of  the  public  policy  of  the  United  States  relative  ta 
the  control  of  interstate  commerce.    W.  U.  Tel  Co.  v.  Pendle- 
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ton,  122  TJ.  S,  347;  Joyce,  Electric  Law,  §  128;  Rixke  v. 
W.  U.  Tel  Co.  96  Mo.  App.  406,  70  S.  W.  265 ;  Primrose  v. 
W.  U.  Tel  Co.  154  U.  S.  1;  W.  U.  Tel  Co,  v,  Coggin,  68 
Fed.  137;  HaHford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  81  P.  B.  Co. 
62  Fed.  904,  906.  The  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract and  the  tenns  of  the  recovery  for  damages  due  to  neg- 
ligent delivery  in  Illinois  are  governed  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract ;  and  this  is  so  whether  the  action  sounds  in  tort  or  in 
contract.  Wharton,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  478,  p.  1104;  Cros- 
well,  Electricity,  407;  Clement  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  187  Mass. 
463. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Olin  &  Butler,  and 
oral  argument  by  H.  L.  BtUler. 

'MabshalIi,  J.  It  may  be  conceded  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case  that  the  place  of  the  contract  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant  was  New  York  and  that  by  the  law  of  such  state 
the  provision  on  the  back  of  the  message  was  a  valid  part  of 
the  agreement.  Elwood  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  45  N.  Y.  549 ; 
Breese  v.  U.  8.  Tel  Co.  48  K  Y.  182;  Young  v.  W.  U. 
Tel  Co.  65  N.  Y.  163;  Kiley  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  109  N.  Y. 
231,  16  K  E.  75;  Pearsall  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  124  K  Y^ 
256,  267,  26  K  E.  534.  In  connection  with  that,  it  must 
be  conceded,  since  the  tort  was  committed  in  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois, the  canse  of  action,  such  as  there  was,  grew  out  of  a 
violation  of  the  laws  of  that  state.  But  neither  of  such  con- 
cessions nor  the  fact,  if  it  be  fact,  that  an  action  on  the 
claimed  liability  could  not  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of 
New  York  or  those  of  Illinois,  settles  the  question  of  whether 
it  was  proper  for  the  courts  of  this  state  to  entertain  it* 

It  has  long  been  settled  here  that  such  a  provision  as  that  in 
question  is  void  as  contrary  to  public  policy.  Eibbard  v.  W. 
U.  Tel  Co.  83  Wis.  558;  Candee  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  34  Wis. 
471.  So  we  turn  to  this  question :  Can  a  contract  which  is  so 
contrary  to  the  public  policy  of  this  state  as  to  be  void  if  made 
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here,  be,  nevertheless,  judicially  enforced  here  if  valid  in  the 
state  where  it  was  made  or  breached  ? 

The  general  rule  is  that  a  contract  is  governed  by  the  law 
of  the  place  thereof.  If  by  such  law  it  is  valid,  it  is  likewise 
valid  everywhere.  That,  like  most  general  rules,  is  not  uni- 
versal. It  has  exceptions.  The  doctrine,  as  to  such  excep- 
tions, is  stated  in  2  Kent,  Comm.  (14:th  ed.)  458,  to  the  effect 
that  the  courts  of  one  state  will  not  enforce  contracts  which, 
though  valid  in  the  place  where  made,  contravene  their  policy. 
Bartlett  v.  Collins,  109  Wis.  477,  482,  85  N.  W.  703. 

The  doctrine  as  to  recognition  of  foreign  contracts  in  the 
-courts  of  a  state,  if  valid  by  the  laws  of  the  home  jurisdiction, 
rests  in  comity.  Therefore,  it  must  necessarily  rest  in  sound 
judicial  discretion  to  limit  it,  and  its  general  limitations  ex- 
clude those  agreements  which  are  injurious  to  public  rights, 
or  offend  against  public  morals,  or  contravene  public  policy, 
or  violate  public  law  as  recognized  in  the  place  of  the  forum. 
Many  illustrations  of  this  are  found  in  the  books,  some  of 
which  are  cited  to  our  attention  by  counsel  for  respondent. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gardiner,  51  Neb.  70,  70  N.  W. 
508 ;  International  &  O.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandeventer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  107  S.  W.  560;  Building  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Oriffin,  90 
Tex.  480,  490,  39  S.  W.  656 ;  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co,  v.  Kemp- 
ton,  138  Fed.  992 ;  Union  L.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  37  N.  J. 
Law,  23 ;  Comm.  Mui.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hayden,  60  Neb.  636, 
SS  N.  W.  922 ;  Pennsylvanda  Co.  v.  Kennard  0.  &  P.  Co.  59 
Neb.  435,  445,  81  N.  W.  372 ;  Liverpool  &  0.  W.  S.  Co.  v. 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.  129  U.  S.  397,  9  Sup.  Ct  469;  Knott  v. 
Botany  Mills,  179  U.  S.  69,  71,  21  Sup.  Ct  30;  The  GuUd- 
hall,  58  Fed.  796;  The  Olenmavis,  69  Fed.  472;  The  Kenr 
sington,  183  U.  S.  263,  269,  22  Sup.  Ct  102;  Story,  Confl.  of 
Laws,  §§  38,  244. 

An  examination  of  those  authorities  will  leave  no  doubt 
respecting  the  principle  stated.  Every  state,  within  certain 
limitations  not  necessary  here  to  indicate,  has  a  constitutional 
right  to  establish  its  own  peculiar  policy.    That  may  be  done 
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by  legislative  enactment  or  bj  judicial  conception  and  inter- 
pretation of  the  common  law.  Wben  done  its  courts  should, 
and  always  aim  to,  administer  the  public  will  by  giving  effect 
to  such  policy.  "The  general  principle  that  the  lex  loci  gov- 
erns as  to  the  validity  of  contracts  is  subordinate  to  and  quali- 
fied by,"  as  said  by  White,  J.,  in  The  Kensington,  supra,  the 
supreme  principle  which  inheres  in  the  very  nature  of  sov- 
ereignty, that  comity  cannot  set  at  naught  the  public  policy 
of  a  country.  Under  that  principle  courts  have  uniformly  re- 
garded the  public  policy  of  the  place  of  the  forum  as  supersed- 
ing the  right  of  a  defendant  to  the  benefit  of  a  defense  which 
he  might  have  at  the  place  of  the  contract,  but  which  is  di- 
rectly contrary  to  the  public  policy  of  the  jurisdiction  where 
it  is  sought  to  be  enforced.  That  doctrine  has,  at  times,  been 
vigorously  attacked  as  contrary  to  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States,  but  never  successfully,  and  it  has  been  no- 
where more  uniformly  applied  than  by  the  federal  supreme 
court 

What  has  been  said,  necessarily,  disposes  of  this  appeal  in 
favor  of  respondent  The  stipulation  against  responsibility 
for  negligence,  as  we  have  seen,  would  be  void  in  a  Wisconsin 
contract  by  the  settled  unwritten  law  of  the  state  supposed  to 
be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  protection  of  our  citizens  and 
all  persons  submitting  to  our  laws  or  invoking  their  aid 
through  the  instrumentality  of  our  courts.  It  would  not  only 
be  void  by  state  policy,  judicially  declared,  but  by  the  writ- 
ten law  as  well.  Sec.  1778,  Stats.  (1898),  provides  that  "any 
person,  association  or  corporation  operating  or  owning  any 
telegraph  or  telephone  line  doing  business  in  this  state  shall 
be  liable  for  all  damages  occasioned  by  the  failure  or  negli- 
gence of  their  operators,  servants  or  employees  in  receiving, 
copying,  transmitting  or  delivering  dispatches  or  messages." 
Therefore,  the  courts  will  not  lend  their  aid  to  enforce  such  a 
stipulation,  regardless  of  where  made,  either  as  a  basis  for 
attack  or  defense. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  affirmed- 
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SwANKE^  Bespondent  vs.  Hebdemas^  and  others,  imp.^  Ap- 
pellants. 

March  11— March  SO,  1909. 

Sales:  Fraud:  Knowledge  with  which  purchasers  are  chargeaJ>1e:  Un- 
soundness of  horse:  Questions  for  jury:  Tender  of  rescission: 
Defects:  Waiver:  Nonnegotiahle  notes:  Signature  procured  by 
fraud:  Delivery:  Appeal:  Costs:  Printed  case  violating  rule. 

1.  Purchasers  of  a  horse,  defending  on  the  ground  of  fraud  an 

action  on  a  note  given  for  the  price,  are  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge, at  the  time  of  purchase,  of  such  facts  only  as  were  ob- 
vious to  them  In  view  of  their  capability  to  observe  and  the 
opportunities  accorded  them. 

2.  Upon  the  evidence  in  such  an  action  it  Is  held  that  the  questions 

whether  the  purchasers  of  a  stallion  represented  as  sound  and 
as  having  been  newly  imported  had  such  notice  of  physical  de- 
fects or  such  opportunity  for  observation  that  they  were  charge- 
able with  knowledge  thereof,  and  whether,  after  discovery  of 
the  unsoundness,  there  had  been  an  election  to  retain  the  stal- 
lion or  such  unreasonable  delay  in  notifying  the  vendor  of  an 
election  to  rescind  the  sale  as  would  estop  the  purchasers  from 
their  right  to  rescind,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

3.  Technical  insufficiencies  in  a  tender  of  rescission  and  return  by 

purchasers  may  be  waived  by  a  categorical  and  absolute  refusal 
of  the  vendor  to  entertain  the  proposal  at  all. 

4.  Where  the  signers  of  a  nonnegotiable  note,  or  some  of  them,  were 

induced  to  sign  it  upon  the  understanding  that,  although  it  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  payee  to  obtain  more  signaturea, 
it  was  not  to  be  delivered  so  as  to  take  effect  until  signed  by 
a  certain  number  of  responsible  makers,  and  it  was  not  in  fact 
so  signed,  it  had  no  effect  or  existence  as  a  promissory  note 
as  against  the  signers. 

5.  No  costs  are  allowed  for  the  printing  of  a  case  which  contains 

the  whole  testimony  in  evtenso,  in  violation  of  Supreme  Court 
Rule  6. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Shawano 
county:  John  Goodland,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

Action  on  a  nonnegotiable  joint  and  several  note,  given  for 
a  stallion  sold  to  the  defendants  by  one  Keller^  who  was  in 
fact  agent  for  himself  and  several  others;  the  note  having 


SO]  JANUARY  TEEM,  1909.  656 

Swanke  t.  Herdeman,  138  Wis.  654. 

been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  with  a  guaranty  signed  by 
the  former  owners  of  the  horse.  The  first  defense  was  fraud 
in  falsely  representing  the  horse  as  then  newly  imported  from 
reputable  dealers  in  Illinois  and  as  being  sound,  and  that 
upon  learning  their  falsity  the  defendants  had  rescinded,  no- 
tified Keller,  offered  to  return  the  horse  and  demanded  sur- 
render up  of  the  note,  which  offer  and  demand  had  both  been 
refused.  Another  defense  was  that  the  note  had  never  come 
into  effect,  because  never  signed  by  fifteen  responsible  share- 
takers,  and  certain  of  the  signatures  were  colorable  only, 
being  under  a  secret  and  fraudulent  agreement  that  Keller 
should  pay  for  and  protect  such  signers. 

The  evidence  tended  to  show  the  following  facts:  That  a 
subscription  was  procured  nominally  for  shares  in  the  horse 
•on  the  understanding  that  fifteen  shares  of  $200  each  were  to 
be  subscribed  before  the  subscriptions  should  become  effective 
and  the  note  signed  by  fifteen  responsible  parties  before  it 
should  take  effect.  After  fifteen  ostensible  subscribers  had 
been  obtained  this  note  was  signed  by  twelve  of  them,  one 
pretending  to  take  two  shares.  Two  or  more  of  the  shares 
were  ostensibly  paid  for  in  cash,  but  really  with  money  fur- 
nished by  Keller  to  the  subscribers  privately  and  paid  back 
to  him  in  presence  of  the  defendants  or  most  of  them.  Keller, 
both  at  the  time  of  taking  the  subscription  and  subsequently 
at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the  note,  made  definite  repre- 
sentation as  stated  in  the  answer.  The  horse  was  at  all  times 
in  a  bam  in  Symco  so  situated  that  he  could  not  be  inspected 
easily.  Most  if  not  all  of  the  defendants  were  not  expert 
horsemen  qualified  to  know  by  hasty  observation  as  to  sound- 
ness, and  various  acts  of  KeUer  were  testified  to  in  the  way  of 
haste  and  excuses  tending  to  obstruct  or  divert  from  careful 
inspection.  After  the  horse  was  delivered  he  was  found  to  be 
weak  in  the  ankles  and  to  have  what  are  described  as  "cocked 
ankles."  It  was  also  learned  that  he  had  not  been  directly 
imported  from  the  dealers  in  Illinois,  but  had  been  owned  by 
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an  association  known  as  the  Tigerton  Horse  Association,  and 
had  already  been  bred  for  the  preceding  season  at  and  near 
Tigerton,  about  twenty  miles  from  defendants'  residences. 
Shortly  after  the  ascertainment  of  these  facts,  except  the  non- 
joinder of  the  two  or  three  ostensible  subscribers,  the  defend- 
ants sent  a  delegation  of  their  number  to  interview  Keller  and 
attempt  to  secure  rescission,  which  they  did,  and  were  met 
with  an  absolute  refusal  to  rescind,  followed  by  a  promise  by 
Keller  to  come  to  Symco  and  meet  the  subscribers.  After 
some  delay  and  further  solicitation  he  did  so,  and  an  oral  offer 
of  rescission  and  return  was  made  to  and  unqualifiedly  re- 
fused by  Keller.  Afterwards  a  written  tender  of  rescission 
and  return  was  made  and  a  suit  in  equity  was  commenced  to- 
declare  rescission  and  cancellation  .of  the  note,  which  was  dis- 
missed on  the  ground  that  defendants  had  an  adequate  legal 
remedy  by  defense.  See  Johnson  v,  Swanhe,  128  Wis.  68^ 
107  N.  W.  481.  No  use  was  made  of  the  horse  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  after  a  time  he  was  sold  adversely  in  enforcement 
of  a  lien  for  his  keep,  and  was  bid  in  by  three  or  four  of  his 
former  owners.  Evidence  was  introduced  tending  to  show 
that  the  weakness  of  ankles  was  a  congenital  defect  likely  ta 
be  communicated  to  his  progeny,  and  that  it  greatly  impaired, 
if  not  destroyed,  his  value  for  the  known  purpose  of  his  pur- 
chase as  a  breeding  stallion. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial  a  verdict  was  directed  for  the 
plaintiff  and  judgment  entered  thereon,  from  which  the  de- 
fendants appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Browne,  Browne 
&  Fisher,  and  oral  argument  by  E,  E.  Browne. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Ooodrick  £  Oood- 
rick,  attorneys,  and  Kreutzer,  Bird  &  Rosevherry,  of  counsel^ 
and  oral  argument  by  C.  B.  Bird. 

Dodge,  J.  The  record  discloses  evidence  which  would  jus- 
tify a  jury  in  finding  the  making,  the  falsity,  and  materiality 


30]  JANUARY  TERM,  1909.  ,        657 

Swanke  v.  Herdeman,  138  Wis.  654. 

of  the  two  alleged  misrepresentations,  namely,  that  the  horse 
had  been  freshly  imported  from  a  well-known  and  responsible 
firm  of  dealers  in  Illinois  and  that  he  was  sound  in  every  re- 
spect and  suitable  for  breeding  purposes.  Indeed  there  is 
nothing  to  indicate  that  the  trial  court  decided  otherwise. 
The  (direction  of  verdict  apparently  was  based  upon  the  view 
that  the  defendants  had  not  been  diligent  before  signing  the 
note  to  ascertain  as  to  the  falsity  of  such  representations,  and 
that  they  had  not  promptly  exercised  any  right  of  rescission 
that  they  might  have  had  after  discovery  of  such  falsity.  Of 
course,  to  justify  the  court's  action,  these  facts  must  have  ap- 
peared conclusively,  and  without  any  evidence  y^hich,  in  any  , 
view  thereof,  and  with  most  favorable  intendments  and  in- 
ferences to  the  defendants,  tended  to  prove  the  contrary.  The 
character  of  the  opportunity  and  the  degree  of  diligence  re- 
quired of  the  purchaser  of  property  in  order  to  preclude  be- 
lief in  his  reliance  upon  misrepresentations  made  by  the  seller 
has  been  so  often  discussed  that  no  repetition  is  necessary. 
Jacohsen  v.  Whiiely,  ante,  p.  434,  120  N.  W.  285,  and  au- 
thorities there  collected.  Under  the  rule  stated  in  that  case 
the  defendants  are  chargeable  with  knowledge  only  of  such 
facts  as  were  obvious  to  them  in  view  of  their  capability  to  ob- 
serve and  the  opportunities  accorded  them.  With  reference 
to  the  physical  defects  in  the  horse,  while  ascertainable  by  a 
careful  inspection  made  by  a  skilled  horseman  or  veterinary, 
there  was  much  evidence  of  the  incapacity  of  any  of  these 
defendants  to  observe  and  appreciate  either  the  fact  or  the 
significance  of  the  horse's  unsoundness,  even  had  he  been 
fully  exhibited  to  them,  and  there  was  also  much  evidence  of 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  seller  tending  to  delude  and  divert 
many  of  them  from  such  inspection;  also  that  this  conduct 
was  accompanied  by  the  practical  bribery  of  two  or  three  of 
the  ostensible  share-takers  upon  whose  judgment  the  others 
evidently  relied  to  some  extent,  and  whose  favorable  attitude 
toward  the  trade  was  thus  influential,  as  it  might  be  inferred 
Vol.  138  —  42 
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that  Keller  well  knew  and  intended.  These  and  the  many 
other  circumstances  were  in  our  judgment  sufficient  to  raise 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  or  not  these  defend- 
ants had  such  notice  of  the  physical  unsoundness  of  the  horse 
or  such  opportunity  for  observation  that  they  could  not  have 
been  ignorant  thereof  without  closing  their  eyes  to  plain  facts. 
As  to  falsity  of  the  representation  of  direct  importation  of 
the  horse  there  is  little,  if  any,  showing  of  any  opportimity  to 
discover  it  before  consummation  of  the  sale.  It  was  not  until 
investigation  was  made,  some  twenty  miles  from  where  they 
resided,  that  the  fact  of  previous  use  in  the  vicinity,  or  any 
suspicion  of  it,  is  shown  to  have  come  to  the  defendants. 

Neither  can  we  agree  with  the  trial  court  that  the  evidence 
was  conclusive  of  either  an  election  to  retain  the  horse  or  of 
unreasonable  delay  to  notify  the  seller  of  defendants'  election 
to  rescind  after  the  discovery  of  the  unsoundness.  Certain 
physical  infirmities  were  discovered  by  one  of  the  defendants 
the  day  after  the  purchase ;  but  whether  they  constituted  ma- 
terial unsoundness  or  merely  some  temporary  illness  and  were 
immaterial  could  not  at  once  be  ascertained.  Considerable 
time  was  necessary  for  him  to  communicate  with  the  other 
defendants,  and  for  them,  in  association,  to  obtain  advice  and 
information  as  to  the  character  of  these  defects.  Then,  two 
or  three  days  after  the  infirmities  had  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendants,  and  within  approximately  two  weeks  after 
the  transfer  of  the  horse,  they  made  up  and  appointed  a  com- 
mittee who  forthwith  proceeded  to  investigate  as  to  the  his- 
tory of  the  horse,  and  to  that  end  made  a  trip  to  Tigerton, 
and  thence  to  a  neighboring  town,  to  meet  Keller,  to  whom 
they  notified  their  desire  to  rescind,  receive  back  their  note, 
and  give  up  the  horse.  Any  delays  thereafter  were  due  to 
Keller  rather  thai;  to  the  defendants.  Meanwhile  no  use 
whatever  was  made  of  the  horse.  We  are  satisfied  that  a  jury 
might  well  have  concluded  from  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances that  no  unreasonable  delay  had  intervened  such  as 
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would  estop  the  defendants  from  their  right  to  rescind,  nor 
any  ratification  or  affirmance  of  the  sale. 

Some  technical  insufficiencies  in  the  tender  of  rescission 
and  retunu  are  urged  by  respondent,  but  evidence  tended  to 
show  so  categorical  and  absolute  refusal  by  Keller  to  enter- 
tain the  proposal  at  all  that  it  might  be  reasonably  inferred 
that  any  more  complete  tender  would  have  been  futile,  and 
was  waived. 

As  to  the  second  defense,  there  was  evidence  tending  to 
prove  almost  the  identical  situation  discussed  in  Hodge  v. 
Smith,  130  Wis.  326,  110  K  W.  192.  Upon  the  authority 
of  that  case,  if  the  jury  believed  that  these  defendants  or  some 
of  them  were  induced  to  sign  this  note  upon  the  understand- 
ing that,  although  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  Keller  to  ob- 
tain other  signatures,  it  was  not  to  be  delivered  so  as  to  take 
effect  until  signed  by  fifteen  responsible  signers,  and  that  it 
had  not  in  fact  been  so  signed  in  good  faith,  then  it  had  no 
effect  or  existence  as  a  promissory  note  as  against  any  of 
Yhese  defendants.  Aukland  v.  Arnold,  131  Wis.  64,  111  N. 
W.  212.  We  have  no  doubt  that  there  was  evidence  from 
which  a  jury  might  have  so  found,  and  might  also  have  found 
that  there  were  no  acts  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  signify- 
ing an  election  to  ratify  the  purchase  after  discovering  the 
nonsignature  or  fictitious  signature  of  the  note. 

The  printed  case  on  this  appeal  is  an  egregious  infraction 
of  Supreme  Court  Rule  6,  providing  that  appellant  "shall 
print  a  case  containing  an  abridgment  of  the  record,  so  far 
as  necessary  to  present  the  questions  for  decision."  It  is  in 
no  sense  an  "abridgment,"  for  the  whole  testimony  is  printed 
in  extenso,  question  and  answer,  with  all  its  needless  and  un- 
helpful repetitions,  to  the  unnecessary  extension  of  the  case 
by  nearly  one  half  and  to  the  very  considerable  aggravation  of 
the  routine  labors  of  this  court.  Rule  44  prohibits  the  allow- 
ance of  any  costs  for  the  printing  of  such  a  case. 

By  the  Court, — Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  new  trial;  no  costs  for  printing  case. 


660         SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN     [Mab. 

Curtiss  V.  Bovina,  138  Wis.  660. 


CuBTiss,  Respondent,  vs.  Town  of  Bovina,  Appellant. 

March  11— March  SO,  1909. 

Highways:  Bridge  1>uilt  hy  private  individuals:  Adoption  hy  town: 
Injuries  from  defects. 

1.  A  public  highway  was  laid  out  to  the  west  bank  of  a  river,  but 

the  town  board  expressly  refused  to  extend  it  across  the  river 
■  or  to  assist  in  building  a  bridge.  Several  years  earlier  the 
owners  of  land  east  of  the  river  had  built  a  bridge  at  this  point, 
and  they  maintained  and  continued  to  use  it  after  the  highway 
was  laid  out  to  the  river;  but  the  town  authorities  did  nothing 
to  keep  it  in  repair,  nor  did  they  treat  it  as  a  part  of  the  high- 
way, although  on  one  occasion  they  did,  at  the  request  of  the 
landowners  who  were  maintaining  the  bridge,  permit  such 
owners  to  take  and  use,  in  repairing  it,  some  boards  which  had 
been  removed  from  a  culvert  or  other  bridge  and  were  not  then 
needed  for  the  immediate  use  of  the  town.  Held,  that  the  bridge 
was  not  part  of  the  highway  so  as  to  render  the  town  liable  for 
Injuries  caused  by  defects  therein. 

2.  To  estop  a  town,  In  such  a  case,  from  denying  that  the  bridge 

was  a  part  of  its  highway  there  must  be  evidence  clearly  tend- 
ing to  show  an  adoption  of  it  as  such  by  the  town. 

Appeat.  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Outa- 
gamie county:  John  Goodland,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  claimed  to  be  due  to 
a  fall  caused  by  a  defective  bridge  crossing  the  Schioc  river. 
It  is  alleged  that  the  bridge  constituted  a  part  of  a  highway 
on  a  town  line  which  was  maintained  by  the  defendant  town. 

The  bridge  in  question  crosses  the  Schioc  river.  A  high- 
way has  been  laid  out  and  leads  up  to  the  river  on  the  west, 
so  that  the  north  line  of  the  bridge  and  the  south  boundary  of 
the  highway  as  laid  out  practically  meet  and  make  one  line. 
The  bridge  was  constructed  by  the  owners  of  the  land  situated 
on  the  east  side  of  the  river  under  an  arrangement  with  the 
town  that  if  the  town  would  lay  out  the  road  to  the  river  they 
would  build  the  bridge.  In  approaching  the  bridge  from  the 
east  it  is  necessary  to  drive  over  private  property,  there  being 
no  highway  leading  to  the  bridge  from  the  east.    An  order  of 
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ten  years  ago  laying  out  the  highway  to  the  bank  of  the  river 
was  defective,  and  the  road  was  closed  by  one  of  the  owners 
of  the  property  over  which  it  was  laid  out.  About  five 
years  ago  the  highway  was  legally  laid  out  to  the  west  bank 
of  the  river.  About  five  years  ago  the  planks  on  the  bridge 
had  become  rotted,  and  parties  having  land  on  the  east 
side  of  the  river  placed  a  layer  of  boards  over  the  bridge 
on  top  of  the  old  rotted  boards.  There  was  evidence  on  the 
trial  of  the  instant  action  that  these  boards  were  some  old 
planks  which  had  been  in  use  on  an  abandoned  culvert  or 
bridge  of  the  town,  and  that  the  parties  who  had  built  and 
used  the  bridge  obtained  permission  from  the  town  officers  to 
take  and  use  them  for  repairing  the  bridge.  No  work  was 
ever  done  on  the  bridge  by  the  town.  The  town  had  expended 
money  upon  repairs  on  the  road  to  the  west  of  the  bridge. 

The  bridge  had  been  constructed  to  enable  the  owners  of  the 
land  to  the  east  of  the  river  to  cross  to  the  highway  with  loads 
of  hay  and  wood  from  their  lands,  and  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident the  plaintiff  was  hauling  hay  for  an  owner  of  land  to 
the  east  of  the  bridge.  The  distance  between  the  outer  edges 
of  the  outside  timbers  of  the  bridge  was  about  six  feet.  As 
originally  constructed,  the  planks  which  made  the  roadway 
projected  beyond  the  timbers  three  or  four  feet.  The  planks 
which  were  used  to  repair  the  bridge  and  were  laid  on  top  of 
the  old  planks  were  about  six  feet  long  and  projected  but  little 
over  the  outer  edges  of  the  timbers.  The  plaintiff  testified 
that  he  had  driven  onto  the  bridge  and  that  the  wagon  slipped 
upon  some  ice  and  was  thrown  over  the  edge  of  the  top 
layer  of  planks  onto  the  old  rotted  ones,  that  these  planks 
gave  way,  and  that  he  and  his  load  of  hay  were  precipitated 
upon  the  ice  on  the  river,  and  that  he  sustained  severe  in- 
juries. The  horses  broke  loose  with  the  front  wheels  of  th'^ 
wagon,  ran  away,  and  were  cut  and  seriously  bruised  and 
injured. 

The  instructions  of  the  court  left  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  town  had  suffered  the  bridge  to  remain  and 
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to  be  used  by  the  public  as  a  highway  or  crossing  in  connec- 
tion with  the  public  highway  to  such  an  extent  and  for  such 
a  length  of  time  aa  to  have  become  a  thoroughfare  or  public 
highway.  The  court  submitted  the  following  question  to  the 
jury :  "Was  the  place  where  the  plaintiff  was  injured  a  public 
highway?"  To  this  the  jury  answered  "Yes."  The  jury 
found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  various  questions  submitted  in  a 
special  verdict,  and  the  court  awarded  judgment  on  the  vei^ 
diet    This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  so  awarded. 

Francis  J.  Rooney  and  A,  M.  Spencer,  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Classon  &  Frank, 

SiEBECKEB,  J.  The  trial  court  held  that  the  inquiry  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  bridge  in  question  was  a  part  of  the  high- 
way of  the  defendant  town  was  one  for  the  jury  under  the 
evidence  adduced.  The  evidential  facts  to  support  plaintiff's 
claim  that  the  bridge  is  part  of  the  highway  are  that  the 
bridge  is  adjacent  to  and  a  continuation  of  the  road  laid  out 
by  the  town  authorities  tp  the  west  shore  of  the  river,  that 
persons  using  the  road  would  necessarily  have  to  use  the 
bridge  to  cross  the  river  in  driving  to  any  place  on  the  east 
thereof,  and  that  the  persons  who  own  land  on  the  east  of  the 
river  have  in  fact  used  the  bridge  as  part  of  the  road.  In 
view  of  the  undisputed  facts  explaining  such  use  of  the 
bridge,  this  evidence  is  not  proof  in  itself  that  the  bridge  is 
a  part  of  the  highway.  The  uncontradicted  facts  are  that  the 
town  board  laid  out  the  highway  to  the  west  bank  of  the 
Schioc  river  and  expressly  refused  to  extend  it  across  the 
river  so  as  to  include  the  bridge.  The  town  board  also  refused 
to  assist  in  building  a  bridge  over  the  river  to  enable  the 
owners  of  lands  on  the  east  of  the  river  to  use  the  highway  on 
the  west  Several  years  prior  to  laying  out  this  road  the 
owners  of  lands  to  the  east  of  the  river  built  this  bridge  for 
ingress  and  egress.  They  offered  to  maintain  it  for  such 
purpose  after  the  highway  was  established  to  the  river,  and 
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they  SO  maintained  the  bridge  afterward.  The  town  author- 
ities did  nothing  to  keep  it  in  repair  nor  did  they  treat  it  as 
part  of  the  highway. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  claims  that  the  town  officers  aided 
in  maintaining  and  repairing  the  bridge  by  furnishing  mate- 
rial for  its  repair,  and  in  view  of  its  location  and  proximity 
to  the  highway  gave  ground  for  the  belief  that  it  constituted 
a  part  of  the  highway.  The  evidence  does  not  justify  this 
claim.  It  appears  from  the  uncontradicted  testimony  that 
the  parties  who  offered  to  maintain  this  bridge  besought  the 
town  officers  to  permit  them  to  take  and  use  boards  for  re- 
pairing this  bridge  which  had  been  removed  from  a  culvert 
or  another  bridge  and  were  not  then  needed  for  the  immediate 
use  of  the  town,  that  the  officers  granted  such  request,  and 
that  the  material  was  so  applied  by  these  parties.  There  is 
nothing  in  this  conduct  to  warrant  an  inference  that  the  town 
authorities  maintained  and  repaired  this  bridge  as  part  of  the 
highway.  On  the  contrary,  the  testimony  is  positive  that 
they  regarded  the  bridge  as  a  private  way  and  not  as  part  of 
the  highway.  The  trial  court  submitted  the  case  upon  the 
theory  that  the  evidence  justified  the  conclusion  that  the  town 
had  adopted  the  bridge  as  a  part  of  its  highway  and  was  es- 
topped from  denying  in  this  action  that  it  was  a  lawful  high- 
way. A  study  and  examination  of  the  evidence  convinces  us 
that  the  testimony  does  not  permit  of  such  an  inference  and 
that  it  was  error  to  submit  such  an  issue  to  the  jury.  To  es- 
top the  town  from  denying  that  the  bridge  was  a  part  of  its 
highway  requires  that  there  should  be  evidence  clearly  tend- 
ing to  show  an  adoption  of  the  alleged  highway  by  the  town. 
We  find  no  such  evidence  in  the  record.  Iloufe  v.  Fulton,  34 
Wis.  608 ;  State  ex  rel  Lightfoot  v.  McCabe,  74  Wis.  481, 
43  K  W.  322;  Bogie  v.  ^Yaupun,  75  Wis.  1,  43  N.  W.  667. 

By  the  Court. — The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  with  directions  to  award  judgment  dismissing  the 
complaint 
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Oconto  BREwisra  Company,  Respondent,  vs.  Cayouette, 

Appellant 

March  IS^—March  SO,  1909. 

(1)  Appeal:  Order  granting  new  trial  for  error  of  law:  Review. 
(2,  3)  Contracts:  Validity:  Lack  of  mutuality:  Executed  con- 
tract, 

1.  Where  It  is  plain  that  a  new  trial  was  granted,  not  in  the  exer- 

cise of  discretion,  but  because  of  supposed  error  of  law  com- 
mitted by  the  trial  court,  the  supreme  court,  on  appeal,  will 
review  the  question  of  law  so  presented. 

2.  A  contract  which  is  not  enforceable  while  executory  because  of 

want  of  mutuality  becomes  valid  when  executed. 

3.  A  contract  whereby  a  brewing  company,  to  induce  a  saloon- 

keeper to  sell  its  beer,  agreed  to  erect  a  beer  depot  in  the  city 
and  deliver  its  beer  therefrom  every  morning,  and  that  until 
such  depot  was  built  he  was  not  to  pay  for  the  beer  furnished 
to  him,  is  valid  after  performance  by  the  saloonkeeper  and, 
the  company  having  failed  to  build  the  beer  depot,  is  a  complete 
defense  to  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  beer  furnished. 


AppKATi  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Shawano 
county:  John  Goodland,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  a  brewing  com- 
pany, to  recover  from  the  defendant  $133.50  for  beer  de- 
livered to  defendant,  a  saloonkeeper  in  the  city  of  Shawano, 
between  the  22d  day  of  November,  1906,  and  the  9th  day  of 
April,  1907.  The  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  upon  express 
contract,  to  the  effect  that  defendant  promised  to  pay  an 
agreed  price  for  said  beer.  The  defendant  answered  in  effect 
that  the  plaintiff  was  anxious  to  place  its  goods  in  Shawano 
to  be  handled  by  defendant,  and  that  it  agreed  to  erect  a  beer 
depot  in  the  city  of  Shawano  and  deliver  its  beer  therefrom 
every  morning,  and  that  until  such  depot  was  built  defend- 
ant was  not  to  pay  for  the  beer  furnished,  and  that  if  such 
depot  was  not  built  plaintiff  would  not  require  the  payment 
for  beer  delivered  after  the  22d  day  of  November,  1906,  and 
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would  refund  to  defendant  the  moneys  paid  by  him  for  beer 
prior  to  said  November  22,  1906,  and  that  plaintiff  never  ful- 
filled its  promises  and  never  built  the  depot;  and,  owing  to 
the  fact  that  defendant  had  no  facilities  for  taking  care  of 
the  beer,  it  was  damaged,  which  caused  defendant  loss  in 
his  business.  The  defendant  also  counterclaimed  to  recover 
money  paid  before  November  22,  1906,  but  the  counterclaim 
was  disallowed  by  the  court. 

The  evidence  offered  tended  to  support  the  allegations  of 
the  answer,  and  the  jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant Thereupon  the  plaintiff  filed  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  upon  the  grounds:  (1)  That  the  court  erred  in  over- 
ruling the  plaintiff^s  objections  to  evidence  under  the  answer ; 
(2)  error  in  admitting  evidence;  (3)  error  in  refusing  to 
allow  plaintiff  to  examine  the  jury  fully  as  to  qualifications ; 
(4)  error  in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff; 
(6)  because  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  law;  (6)  because  the 
verdict  is  contrary  to  the  evidence.  Also  a  motion  for  judg- 
ment notwithstanding  the  verdict.  On  the  hearing  of  these 
motions  the  court  granted  the  plaintiff  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law.  This  appeal  is 
from  the  order  granting  a  new  trial. 

P.  J.  Winter,  iot  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Allan  V.  Classoru 

Keewin,  J.  It  is  insisted  by  appellant  that  the  court  did 
not  grant  a  new  trial  under  its  discretionary  power  in  that 
regard,  but  because  of  error  of  the  court,  and  that  this  is  man- 
ifest from  the  fact  that  no  costs  were  awarded  as  a  condition. 
It  is  very  plain  from  the  order  itself,  as  well  as  from  the  fact 
that  no  costs  were  imposed  as  a  condition  of  the  new  trial, 
that  it  was  granted  for  error  of  the  court.  Frost  v.  Meyer, 
137  Wis.  255,  118  K  W.  811;  Oiese  v.  MUwa/ukee  E.  B.  & 
L.  Co.  116  Wis.  66,  92  K  W.  356.     While  considerable  dis- 
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cretion  is  vested  in  the  trial  court  respecting  the  granting  of 
a  new  trial,  yet,  where  it  is  plain  that  the  new  trial  was 
granted  for  alleged  error  of  law  committed  by  the  trial  court, 
this  court  will  review  the  question  of  law  so  presented.  Duffy 
V.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  34  Wis.  188;  WaUer  A.  Wood  R. 
&  M.  Co.  V.  Stenel,  71  Wis.  71,  36  K  W.  636;  Jones  v. 
Evans,  28  Wis.  168 ;  Fairbanks  v.  Holliday,  59  Wis.  77,  80, 
17  N.  W.  675. 

There  are  several  alleged  errors  of  law  committed  by  the 
court  upon  the  trial  and  covered  by  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
still  it  does  not  definitely  appear  from  the  record  upon  what 
ground  the  trial  court  held  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to 
law.  We  assume,  however,  from  the  argument  of  counsel  on 
both  sides  that  in  granting  the  new  trial  the  court  below  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  alleged  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
beer  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facta  was  void,  either  for 
want  of  mutuality  or  for  want  of  consideration,  or  both; 
hence  that  the  answer,  and  the  evidence  oflFered  to  support  it, 
constituted  no  defense.  Therefore  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  as  a  matter  of  law  upon  the  showing  made. 

We  cannot  agree  with  this  conclusion.  We  see  no  reason 
why  a  valid  contract  might  not  have  been  made  based  upon 
the  alleged  agreement  for  the  furnishing  of  beer  by  the  plaint- 
iff to  the  defendant  gratis,  as  specified  in  the  contract;  and 
whether  this  contract  could  be  enforced  while  executory  for 
want  of  mutuality  we  need  not  consider,  because  it  appears 
that  when  the  action  was  brought  the  contract  had  been  fully 
performed  and  was  then  an  executed  contract,  and  under  the 
repeated  decisions  of  this  and  other  courts,  even  though  a 
contract  is  not  enforceable  while  executory  by  reason  of  want 
of  mutuality,  it  becomes  valid  when  executed.  We  are  there- 
fore of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  support 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  the  defendant's  favor  on  the  al- 
leged contract  and  execution  thereof,  and  'that  such  finding  is 
a  complete  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.    Assum- 
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ing,  therefore,  as  we  must  from  the  record  that  the  new  trial 
was  granted  on  the  grounds  heretofore  suggested,  the  court 
was  in  error  in  holding  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  law. 
The  order  should  therefore  be  reversed. 

By  the  Court, — The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law. 


Town  of  Eoixing,  Appellant,  v»   Wundeemch,  Respond- 
ent. 

March  12^March  SO,  1909. 

(1)  Appeal:  Review:  AsBumption  as  to  facts.  (2-4)  Towns:  pur- 
chase of  half  interest  in  hall:  Land  included:  Petition  con- 
strued: Town  officers:  Liability  for  money  received:  Authority 
to  bring  action. 

1.  Upon  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  a  directed  verdict,  the 

assumption  as  to  matters  of  fact  whereon  the  evidence  was  con- 
flicting must  he  most  favorahle  to  the  appellant. 

2.  A  petition  of  freeholders,  emanating  from  an  association  which 

owned  a  hall  and  the  lots  upon  which  it  stood,  asking  sub- 
mission to  the  electors  of  the  question  of  raising  a  certain  sum 
to  buy  "a  one-half  interest  in  the  hall,"  means,  prima  facie, 
an  undivided  one-half  interest  In  the  building  and  in  the 
grounds  on  which  it  stands,  free  from  incumbrances. 

3.  The  chairman  of  a  town  board,  who  was  also  an  officer  of  an 

association  owning  a  hall  and  the  land  on  which  it  stood,  pre- 
sented to  the  town  clerk  a  petition  of  freeholders  asking  sub- 
mission to  the  electors  of  the  question  of  raising  money  to  buy 
a  half  interest  in  such  hall.  This  petition  was  not  filed  nor 
the  notices  given  a  sufficient  time  before  the  town  meeting,  but 
the  proposition  was  carried  at  such  meeting.  The  chairman, 
acting  both  for  the  association  and  for  the  town,  procured  a 
town  order  for  the  amount  to  be  paid,  receipted  for  it  as  an 
officer  of  the  association,  and  delivered  it  to  the  association 
without  requiring  any  conveyance  from  the  association  to  the 
town,  and  thereafter,  as  a  creditor  of  the  association,  had  the 
order  transferred  to  him  and  obtained  the  money  thereon.  Held.^ 
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that  his  dereliction  In  duty  as  a  town  officer  In  falling  to  obtain 
the  conveyance,  combined  with  the  defects  In  the  proceedings, 
rendered  him  liable  to  the  town  for  the  return  of  the  money, 
with  Interest. 
4.  A  resolution  adopted  at  town  meeting  Instructing  the  town  ofiEI- 
cers  to  start  an  action  against  two  persons  named  unless  sat- 
isfaction as  to  a  certain  matter  was  obtained,  was  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  action  against  one  or  both  of  such  persons. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Langlade 
■county :  John  Goodland,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Kreutzer,  Bird  & 
Rosenberry,  and  oral  argument  by  C  B.  Bird.  They  cited 
Chippewa- B.  Co.  v.  Dvjrand,  122  Wis.  85,  99  N.  W.  603; 
sec.  776,  subd.  10,  and  sees.  788,  789,  Stats.  (1898) ;  Hub- 
hard  V.  WUliamstovm;  61  Wis.  397,  21  K  W.  295;  Fox 
Lake  v.  Fox  Lake,  62  Wis.  486,  22  K  W.  584. 

T.  W.  Hogan,  for  the  respondent,  cited,  among  other  cases. 
State  ex  rel.  Manitowoc  v.  Cowrdy  Clerk,  59  Wis.  15,  16  N. 
W.  617;  Wickham  v.  C.  £  N.  W.  B.  Co.  95  Wis.  23,  69  N. 
W.  982 ;  State  ex  rel.  Mitchell  v.  Decatur,  68  Wis.  291,  17 
N.  W.  20 ;  State  ex  rel  Wuaiderlich  v.  KaUcofen,  134  Wis. 
74,  113  N.  W.  1091. 

Timlin,  J.  The  appellant  town  brought  an  action  against 
the  respondent  to  recover  the  sum  of  $656,  money  of  said 
town  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  respondent  without  any 
consideration  therefor.  Counsel  for  the  appellant  designates 
it  as  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  At  the  close  of 
the  evidence  the  circuit  court  directed  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ant 

The  facts  in  evidence  are  that  an  association  called  the 
Modem  Woodmen  of  America,  Sunrise  Camp  No.  3062, 
owned  a  hall  situated  on  lots  2  and  3  of  block  16,  village  of 
Elmhurst,  in  the  plaintiff  town.  Bespondent  was  an  officer 
of  that  association  and  chairman  of  the  town  board  of  super- 
visors, and  the  association  owed  him  more  than  $656  for  ma- 
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terial  used  in  construction  of  the  hall.  Fifteen  freeholders  of 
the  town  presented  to  the  town  derk  a  written  request  ema- 
nating from  the  association  that  there  be  submitted  to  the  vote 
of  the  electors  at  the  annual  town  meeting  to  be  held  on  the 
4th  of  April,  1905,  the  question  whether  the  town  raise  the 
sum  of  $656  for  the  purpose  of  buying  a  one-half  interest  in 
the  hall  in  question.  There  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to 
whether  this  was  delivered  to  the  town  derk  on  March  10, 

1905,  or  about  March  27, 1905.  The  clerk  posted  notices  re- 
quired by  statute  to  the  effect  that  this  question  would  be 
brought  before  the  electors  at  the  coming  annual  meeting,  but 
there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  whether  these  notices  were 
posted  fifteen  days  before  the  town  meeting  or  upon  March 
29,  1905.  The  statutory  requirements  are  found  in  sees* 
776,  778,  and  779,  Stats.  (1S98),  and  ch.  309,  Laws  of  1903. 

Because  a  verdict  was  directed,  we  must  assume  as  most 
favorable  to  the  appellant,  for  the  purpose  of  this  review,  that 
the  petition  of  the  freeholders  was  delivered  to  the  town  clerk 
less  than  twenty  days  before  the  holding  of  the  town  meeting 
and  that  the  notices  were  posted  up  less  than  fifteen  days  prior 
to  such  meeting.  The  clerk  failed  to  make  any  record  of  the 
petition  or  notice.  The  matter  was  laid  before  the  electors  at 
the  ensuing  town  meeting,  and  the  proposition  to  purchase 
was  carried  by  a  vote  of  91  to  87.  This  item  of  $656  was 
thereafter  placed  in  the  tax  roll  and  collected.     March  27, 

1906,  the  town  board  issued  an  order  to  the  Modem  Wood- 
men of  America  for  $656  as  the  purchase  price  of  the  half 
interest  in  the  hall.  The  defendant  as  officer  of  the  associa- 
tion received  and  receipted  for  this  order  and  delivered  it  to 
the  association,  which  took  it  into  its  treasury.  Thereafter, 
pursuant  to  a  resolution  which  had  been  adopted  on  June  17, 
1905,  the  association  delivered  this  town  order  to  the  defend- 
ant in  payment  of  his  demand  against  the  association.  He 
credited  the  association  with  that  amount  on  his  books  and 
forwarded  the  town  prder  by  mail  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
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town,  who  paid  the  same  to  him  some  time  after  April,  1906. 
The  defendant's  term  of  oflSce  as  chairman  of  the  town  board 
of  supervisors  expired  in  April,  1906,  and  he  was  suc- 
ceeded in  that  office  by  one  Kalkofen.  The  town  occu- 
pied the  hall  for  town  purposes  from  April,  1905,  to  the 
spring  of  1908.  But  there  had  been  a  previous  occu- 
pancy by  the  town  under  oral  lease  or  agreement,  which  oc- 
cupancy continued  without  interruption.  A  warranty  deed 
of  a  half  interest  in  the  lots  in  question,  in  which  the  plaint- 
iff was  grantee,  was  tendered  to  the  defendant  for  execution 
by  one  of  the  supervisors  and  the  defendant  refused  to  sign  it. 
He  had  no  title  to  the  property  at  the  time.  This  tender  was 
made  in  May  or  June,  1906.  He  objected  to  giving  a  deed 
because  the  petition,  as  he  claimed,  did  not  state  that  they 
were  to  convey  any  lots  or  real  estate  to  the  town  but  only  a 
half  interest  in  the  hall.  He  also  objected  because  the  deed 
purported  to  run  from  him  to  the  town.  Who  was  grantor  in 
this  deed  does  not  clearly  appear. 

It  was  admitted  during  the  trial  "that  the  title  to  lots  2  and 
3,  block  16,  village  of  Elmhurst,  which  is  the  lot  known  as 
the  Modem  Woodmen  Hall  in  that  village,  stands  as  follows : 
On  December  27,  1900,  there  was  a  deed  made  from  H.  P. 
Carle  to  grantee  Sunrise  Camp  No.  3062,  Modem  Woodmen, 
of  Elmhurst,  Langlade  county,  Wisconsin,  recorded  in  vol- 
ume 49  of  Deeds,  page  256,  which  is  the  lot  upon  which  the 
Modem  Woodmen  of  America  Hall  stands."  In  this  condi- 
tion and  upon  this  form  of  petition,  "for  the  purpose  of  buy- 
ing a  one-half  interest  in  the  hall,"  etc.,  prima  facie  the  asso- 
ciation sold  and  the  town  purchased  an  undivided  one-half 
interest  in  the  building  and  in  the  grounds  upon  which  it 
stands  free  from  incumbrances.  This  is  prima  facie  the 
proper  construction  of  the  instrument  Wilson  v.  Hunter, 
14  Wis.  683 ;  Clements  v.  Collins,  2  Term  Kep.  498,  502 ; 
Gibson  v.  Brochway,  8  N.  H.  465,  470;  Board  of  Ed.  v. 
State,  64  Kan.  6,  67  Paa  559;  Common  Council  i\  Stale,  5 
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Ind.  334;  Rogers  v.  Smith,  4  Pa.  St  93;  Eliot  v.  Carter,  12 
Pick.  436,  440 ;  Broum  v.  Turner,  113  Mo.  27,  20  S.  W.  660 ; 
Bacon  v.  Bowdom,  22  Pick.  401 ;  Webster  v.  Potter,  106 
Mass.  414;  Workman  v.  Ins.  Co.  2  La.  507,  22  Am.  Dec. 
141;  Wade  v.  Odle,  21  Tex,  Civ.  App.  656,  54  S.  W.  786, 
788. 

We  have  then  a  case  where  the  chairman  of  the  town  board 
of  supervisors,  who  was  also  officer  of  an  association  owning 
a  hall  and  the  lot  upon  which  it  stood,  presented  to  the  town 
clerk  a  petition  signed  by  fifteen  electors,  asking  that  the 
question  of  purchasing  a  one-half  interest  in  this  hall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  voters  at  the  ensuing  town  meeting.  The  peti- 
tion is  presented  and  filed  and  the  notices  that  this  subject 
would  be  voted  upon  given  short  of  the  time  required  by  law. 
The  petition  on  its  face,  fairly  construed,  means  to  purchase 
a  half  interest  in  the  hall  and  in  the  lots  upon  which  it 
stands.  Notwithstanding  the  informality  in  presentation  of 
this  questicb  to  the  electors,  the  proposition  to  purchase  was 
carried.  The  supervisor,  acting  for  the  association  and  for 
the  town,  procures  a  town  order  for  the  amount  payable  to  the 
association,  receipts  for  it  as  officer  of  the  association,  and 
delivers  it  to  the  association  without  requiring  any  convey- 
ance to  the  town  from  the  association.  This  is  a  manifest 
dereliction  of  duty  on  his  part  as  chairman  of  the  town  board 
ot  supervisors.  No  prudent  man  would  conduct  his  business 
in  this  way.  He  receives  the  town  order  back  from  the  asso- 
ciation and  procures  the  money  thereon  from  the  town  treas- 
urer. The  upshot  of  the  whole  matter  is  that  by  dereliction 
of  his  duty  as  town  officer  he  has  come  into  the  possession  of 
$656  of  the  money  of  the  town  for  which  the  town  has  re- 
ceived no  consideration  except  the  occasional  use  of  the  hall 
during  two  years. 

The  question  of  purchase  was  not  submitted  to  the  electors 
as  required  by  statute.  Whether  this  irregularity  standing 
-alone  would  have  been  sufficient  to  entitle  the  town  to  recover 
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had  the  town  received  the  consideration,  and  considering  that 
the  funds  were  raised  by  taxation  and  came  into  the  town, 
treasury  for  this  purpose,  we  need  not  here  determine.  But 
the  omission  to  file  the  petition  within  the  time  required  by 
law,  the  failure  to  give  the  notice  so  required,  the  delinquency 
of  the  defendant  in  failing  to  insist  upon  a  conveyance  to  the- 
town  before  or  at  the  time  of  delivering  the  town  order  and 
while  he  was  acting  in  the  dual  capacity  of  town  officer  giv- 
ing, and  association  officer  getting,  the  town  order,  and  his 
subsequent  receipt  of  the  money  from  the  town  treasurer  as 
transferee  of  the  association,  which,  to  his  knowledge,  had 
rendered  no  consideration  for  this  money,  combined  with  the^ 
defects  above  noted  in  the  proceedings,  rendered  the  defend- 
ant liable  for  the  return  of  this  money,  with  interest  at  the 
legal  rate,  if  such  facts  can  be  considered  established.  Rem- 
ington V.  Ward,  78  Wis.  539,  47  N.  W.  659;  OUndaU  Inv. 
Asso.  V.  Harvey  L.  Co.  114  Wis.  408,  90  N.  W.  456 ;  Chip- 
pewa B.  Co.  V.  Durand,  122  Wis.  85,  99  N.  W.  603.  There 
was,  to  say  the  least^  a  case  for  the  jury,  and  the  direction  of 
a  verdict  for  defendant  was  error. 

It  is  contended  there  was  no  sufficient  authority  to  bring 
this  action  conferred  by  the  electors  upon  the  present  town, 
officers.  This  authority  was  in  the  form  of  a  resolution 
adopted  at  town  meeting,  which  instructed  the  town  officers 
"to  start  an  action  against  the  Modem  Woodmen  of  America 
and  Oeorge  Wunderlich,  e'Specially  if  they  don't  get  satisfac- 
tion about  tihe  town  hall."  The  resolution  is  sufficient  Un- 
der this  resolution  it  was  for  the  counsel  employed,  skilled 
in  the  law,  and  not  for  the  electors  or  the  officers,  to  deter- 
mine what  form  of  .action  would  be  most  appropriate  and  ef- 
fective upon  the  existing  facts,  and  also  to  determine  whether 
the  action  should  be  joint  or  severaL 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  should  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law.. 

By  the  Covrt. — It  is  so  ordered* 
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Batss  and  others.  Appellants^  vs.  Wiittsbs  and  wife,  Re- 
spondents. 

March  12— March  30,  1909* 

Deeds:  Delivery. 

Delivery  of  a  deed  by  the  grantor  to  the  scrivener  for  the  purpose 
of  having  him  put  it  upon  record  and  with  the  intention  of 
presently  passing  title  to  the  grantee  was  a  good  delivery,  al- 
though the  scrivener,  at  the  grantee's  suggestion,  did  not  have 
the  deed  recorded  until  after  the  grantor's  death. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Outa- 
gamie county :  John  Goodland,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  is  brought  to  set  aside  a  deed  from  one  Perry 
W.  Winters  to  Nelson  W.  Winters,  his  stepfather,  on  the 
ground  that  the  grantor  was  mentally  incompetent  to  execute 
such  deed  and  because  fraud  and  undue  influence  had  been 
used  by  the  grantee  to  procure  the  execution  and  delivery 
thereof.  It  was  also  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  deed 
was  not  delivered. 

The  court  found  (1)  that  Perry  W.  Winters  died  intes- 
tate January  28,  1906,  leaving  no  widow,  children,  father, 
mother,  brothers,  or  sisters;  (2)  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
imcles  and  aunts  of  the  decedent,  and  the  defendant  Nelson 
W.  Winters  was  the  uncle  and  stepfather  of  said  decedent; 
(3)  that  the  decedent  was  addicted  to  the  excessive  use  of 
alcoholic  liquors  for  several  years  prior  to  December  1,  1905, 
at  which  time  he  was  taken  with  the  illness  that  resulted  in 
his  death,  and  that  after  said  1st  day  of  December  he  did  not 
use  alcoholic  stimulants,  and  that  his  death  was  produced  by 
cirrhosis  of  the  liver;  (4)  that  the  decedent  and  said  Nelson 
W.  Winters  were  not  at  all  times  on  friendly  terms,  but  there 
did  not  appear  to  be  any  deep-seated  enmity  between  the  two, 
and  both  occupied  the  same  home;  (5)  that  on  January  17, 
1906,  the  decedent  sent  for  one  William  Michelstetter,  a 
Vol.  138  —  43 
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banker  at  Seymour  who  acted  as  his  financial  agent,  and  that 
at  the  request  of  said  decedent^  on  said  date,  said  Michelstet- 
ter  drafted  a  deed  conveying  the  premises  in  controversy  to 
Nelson  W.  Winters,  which  deed  was  executed  by  the  decedent 
and  was  witnessed  and  acknowledged,  and  that  at  the  same 
time  the  decedent  assigned  several  mortgages  to  said  Nelson 
W.  Winters;  (6)  that  at  the  time  said  papers  were  drafted 
the  scrivener  and  the  decedent  were  alone,  and  that  after  its 
execution  the  deed  was  taken  charge  of  by  the  scrivener  and 
was  by  him  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  on 
January  30,  1906,  two  days  after  Perry  W.  Winters  died; 

(7)  that  the  defendant  Winters  never  received  manual  pos- 
session of  the  deed  until  after  the  same  had  been  recorded, 
but  that  the  decedent  delivered  the  deed  to  the  scrivener  for 
the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  having  him  put  the  same 
upon  record,  and  that  at  said  time  he  intended  to  transfer  the 
title  of  the  premises  therein  described  to  Nelson  W.  Winters; 

(8)  that  no  adequate  consideration  passed  to  the  grantor  in 
the  deed,  and  the  only  consideration  therein  stated  was  the 
sum  of  ''one  dollar  and  natural  love  and  affection,''  and  an  al- 
leged equitable  interest  that  the  grantor  had  in  the  property 
by  virtue  of  money  expended  in  improving  the  same.  The 
dollar  consideration  appears  from  the  testimony  to  have  actu- 
ally been  paid;  (9)  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  Perry  W.  Winters  was  not  confined  to  his  bed,  but  was 
able  to  be  around  the  house,  and  went  upstairs  twice  while 
the  scrivener  was  present  to  obtain  papers  from  his  safe,  and 
that  on  the  day  the  deed  was  executed  said  Perry  W.  Winters 
was  mentally  competent  to  execute  and  deliver  the  deed  in 
question  and  that  he  fully  comprehended  at  the  time  the  pur- 
port and  effect  of  his  act,  although  somewhat  wasted  by  ill- 
ness resulting  from  the  excessive  use  of  alcoholic  liquors; 
(10)  that  prior  to  January  17,  1906,  said  Michelstetter  had 
acted  as  business  adviser  and  agent  for  the  defendant  Nelson 
W.  Winters,  and  that  after  the  execution  of  the  deed  and 
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prior  to  the  death  of  Perry  W.  Winters  said  defendant  re- 
quested said  Michelstetter  not  to  place  the  deed  in  question 
upon  record  until  after  the  death  of  Perry  W.  Winters; 
{11)  that  prior  to  the  execution  of  said  deed  said  grantor 
appreciated  the  seriousness  of  his  illness  and  the  fact  that  he 
•would  live  but  a  short  time,  and  said  deed  was  executed  and 
delivered  in  contemplation  of  approaching  death,  and  that  no 
undue  influence  was  exerted  upon  him;  (12)  that  the  de- 
cedent had  never  seen  three  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  he  had 
not  seen  the  other  three  plaintiffs  for  a  long  period  of  years 
prior  to  his  death,  and  had  no  correspondence  or  social  rela- 
tions with  them,  most  of  said  plaintiffs  residing  in  distant 
states. 

On  the  foregoing  findings  of  fact  the  court  concluded  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  the  complaint  should  be  dismissed,  and 
from  a  judgment  entered  in  pursuance  of  the  findings  of  fact 
and  the  conclusion  of  law  plaintiffs  appeal,  and  make  the  fol- 
lowing assignments  of  error:  (1)  The  court  erred  in  finding 
that  the  deed  in  question  was  delivered  to  the  scrivener  for 
the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  having  the  same  put  upon 
record,  and  in  finding  that  the  grantor  named  therein  in- 
tended to  transfer  the  title  of  the  premises  to  Nelson  W.  Win- 
ters. (2)  The  court  erred  in  finding  that  Perry  W.  Winters 
was  mentally  competent  to  execute  and  deliver  the  deed  in 
question.  (3)  The  court  erred  in  finding  that  at  the 
time  the  deed  was  executed  the  decedent  appreciated  the  se- 
riousness of  his  iUness  and  the  fact  that  he  would  probably 
live  but  a  short  time,  and  that  said  deed  was  executed  and  de- 
livered in  contemplation  of  approaching  death.  (4)  The 
court  erred  in  finding  that  no  undue  influence  was  exerted 
upon  the  decedent  by  reason  of  which  he  executed  the  deed  in 
question.  (5)  The  court  erred  in  dismissing  the  plaintiff's 
complaint. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellants  on  the  brief  of 
J.  Elmer  Lehr  and  Classon  &  FrwrJc. 
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For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Cady,  Strehlaw  £ 
Joseph,  and  oral  argument  by  S.  H.  Cady. 

Babnes^  J.  There  is  ample  testimony  in  the  record  to  sap- 
port  the  finding  of  the  trial  judge  that  Perry  W.  Winters  was 
mentally  competent  to  execute  the  deed  in  question  and  also 
the  finding  that  such  deed  was  not  procured  by  undue  influ- 
ence. It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  recapitulate  the  evidence 
sustaining  such  findings.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence 
which  tends  to  show  that  any  conditional  delivery  was  made 
of  the  deed,  or  that  the  grantor  named  therein  intended  to  re- 
serve any  control  over  the  same  after  placing  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  scrivener.  On  the  contrary,  there  is  evidence  to  the 
effect  that  the  deed  was  delivered  to  the  scrivener  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  the  same  placed  on  record,  but  that  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  grantee  it  was  not  recorded  until  after  the 
grantor's  death,  and  that  the  nominal  consideration  of  one 
dollar  named  therein  was  in  fact  paid  at  the  time  of  its  exe- 
cution. The  testimony  fairly  shows  that  the  possession  of  the 
deed  was  parted  with  by  the  grantor  with  the  intention  of 
presently  passing  title  to  the  grantee.  Under  the  decisions 
of  this  court  in  Schumacher  v.  Draeger,  187  Wis.  618,  119 
N.  W.  305;  Wells  v.  Wells,  132  Wis.  73,  111  N.  W.  1111; 
Whiting  v.  Hoglund,  127  Wis.  135,  138,  106  N.  W.  291; 
Kiitoe  V.  WilUy,  121  Wis.  648,  652,  99  N.  W.  337;  and  Al- 
bright V.  Albright,  70  Wis.  628,  533,  36  N.  W.  254,  there 
was  a  good  delivery  of  the  deed  involved  in  this  action.  The 
evidence  in  the  case  sustains  the  findings  of  fact  made  therein 
and  the  findings  support  the  judgment 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAU 
See  JuDeifENT,  5»  6. 

1.  A  cause  of  action  at  law  for  deceit  and  fraud  reBulting  In  dam- 

ages by  depletion  of  the  estate  of  a  bank  In  the  hands  of  a  re* 
celver  does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  defendant  Allen  v. 
Fratoley,  295 

2,  An  application  to  a  conrt  of  equity  to  revive  and  continue  an 

action  abated  by  death  of  a  party  is  an  appeal  to  Judicial  dis- 
cretion, and  should  seldom  be  granted  where  unnecessary  to  the 
applicant,  or  when  the  burden  cast  upon  the  other  party  thereby 
will  grievously  preponderate  over  the  benefits  to  the  applicant, 
or  where  delay  and  laches  have  intervened  so  as  to  place  the 
other  party  at  serious  disadvantage,  and  usually  not  where  such 
delays  have  permitted  a  statute  of  limitations  to  run  against  the 
original  demand.  IMd. 

Z.  It  was  an  abuse  of  judicial  discretion  In  this  case  to  revive  in 
1904,  against  the  executrix  of  a  defendant  who  died  in  1902,  an 
equitable  action  in  which  said  defendant  was  charged  with  com- 
plicity in  a  fraud  committed  in  1897, — ^it  appearing  that  without 
Buch  revival  complete  Justice  could  be  done  by  compelling  the 
return  to  a  receiver  of  all  the  property  which  said  defendant 
aided  in  wrongfully  diverting  from  the  estate  of  a  bank  (plaint- 
iffs' debtor) ;  that  if  any  money  judgment  against  said  defend- 
ant was  essential  it  might  have  been  obtained  without  resort 
to  the  court  of  equity;  that  the  time  limited  for  instituting  a 
suit  upon  that  cause  of  action  had  run;  that  serious  Inconven- 
ience and  burden  to  the  estate  of  said  defendant  would  result; 
and  that  the  plaintifTs  had  been  guilty  of  laches.  Ihid, 

Abettors.  See  Indictment  and  Information,  1,  2.  Rape,  4,  5,  7, 
9,  11,  12. 

Absenob  of  defendant:  When  invalidates  conviction.    See  Jubt,  2. 

Accommodation  Papeb.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  2-4. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

If  there  was  no  controversy  between  the  parties  to  a  contract  at 
the  time  they  made  a  supplemental  contract,  and  no  settlement 
was  then  made  of  any  existing  dispute,  that  transaction  did  not 
constitute  an  accord  and  satisfaction.  Hick9  P.  Co.  v.  WU.  Cent. 
R.  Co.  684 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

Defendant,  being  Indebted  to  plaintiff  for  one  half  of  the  net  profits 
of  the  purchase  and  sale  of  lands  after  deducting  expenses  and 
"annual  interest  of  seven  per  cent"  on  moneys  advanced  in  the 
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transaction,  sent  to  plaintiff  a  statement  of  accounts  showing  hia 
share  of  the  profits  to  be  a  certain  sum,  and  inclosed  a  check 
therefor.  In  such  statement  interest  was  compounded  annually. 
Plaintiff  acknowledged  receipt  of  the  statement  without  making 
any  objection  thereto,  and  retained  and  used  the  money.  Within 
a  short  time  he  was  informed  of  the  fact  as  to  the  computation 
*  of  interest,  but  not  until  two  years  and  nine 'months  after  re- 

ceiving the  statement  did  he  give  defendant  any  notice  that  he^ 
claimed  an  overcharge  of  interest.  Held,  that  he  liad  assented 
to  the  settlement  and  accepted  the  money  tendered  as  payment 
of  the  whole  amount  due  him,  and  that,  no  fraud  or  mistake 
being  claimed,  the  account  so  settled  became  conclusive  on  the 
parties.  Barnes,  Dodqb,  and  Kebwin,  JJ.,  dissent  Ripley  «. 
Sage  L,  d  L  Co.  304 

Action. 

Cause  of  action:  Survival.  See  AsATEifENT  and  Revival^  1.  Judg- 
ment, 6. 

By  whom  may  be  brought  or  maintained.  See  Cobporations»  9-lS. 
Courts.    Ejectment.    Towns,  3. 

Conditions  precedent:  Notice  of  injury.    See  Limitation  of  Ao^ 

TIONS. 

Limitations.    See  Abatement  and  REyiYAL,  2,  8.    Executob8»  4. 

Limitation  of  Actions. 
Abatement  and  revival.     See  Abatement  and  Reyiyai.,    Juixk 

ment,  6. 
At  law  or  in  equity?    See  Abatement  and  Rktival,  8. 

Administrators.  See  Abatement  and  Reviyai*  Bxeoutobs.  Judg- 
ment, 6.    Trusts  and  Trustees. 

Admissions.    See  Trial,  4. 

Adverse  Possession.    See  Appeal,  6. 

Advertising:  Contract:  Payment  in  transportation.  See  RAiutoADa^. 
19,  20. 

Affidavits.    See  Discovert,  2,  8,  5-8.    Motions. 

Affirmance  of  contract  induced  by  fraud.  See  Fraud,  4.    Sales,  8,  4^ 

Agency.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  4.    Cigarettes.    Corporations,  19-21. 

Aiders  and  Adettors.  See  Indictment  and  Information,  1,  2. 
Rape,  4,  5,  7,  9, 11,  12. 

Allowances  to  guardian  ad  litem^  etc    See  Guardians  ad  Litem. 

Trusts,  4,  5. 
Ambiguities.    See  Statutes,  1,  2. 
Amendment  of  pleading.    See  Plbadinq,  2-4. 
Answer.    See  Pleading,  8,  4. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 
Review:  Questions  presented  in  lower  court.   S%e  New  Triai^ 
Same:  New  trial:  Discretion. 

1.  Where  it  is  plain  that  a  new  trial  was  granted,  not  in  the  ezercise^ 

of  discretion,  but  because  of  supposed  error  of  law  committed 
by  the  trial  court,  the  supreme  court,  on  appeal,  will  review  the 
question  of  law  so  presented.    Oconto  B,  Co.  v.  Cayouette,    664 
Same:  Presumptions:  Questions  of  fact. 

2.  Upon  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  a  directed  verdict,  the- 

assumption  as  to  matters  of  fact  whereon  the  evidence  was  con* 
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flicting  must  be  most  favorable  to  the  appellant.  Boiling  v. 
Wunderlich,  667 

3.  Where  the  trial  court  decides  and  finds  that  a  contract  is  not 

ambiguous  so  as  to  justify  consideration  of  extrinsic  evidence 
as  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  further  so-called  findings 
as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  evinced  by  various  clauses 
of  the  contract  are  not  findings  of  fact  in  favor  of  which  there 
would  be  a  presumption  on  appeal,  but  are  merely  conclusions 
of  law  reached  in  construing  a  writing  from  its  own  terms. 
Western  L,  d  O,  Co,  v.  Copper  River  L,  Co,  404 

Presumption  as  to  findings  of  fact  on  matters  omitted  from  speciaf 
verdict.    See  Tbiai.,  10. 

Discretionary  orders:  Reversal  only  for  abuse.    See  Costs,  2.    Dia- 

COVEBY,  2. 

Decision  as  to  competency  of  evidence,  when  disturbed, 

4.  Whether  evidence  of  insolvency  of  a  person  at  a^  particular  date» 

offered  to  show  his  insolvency  at  an  earlier  date,  is  relevant  or 
not,  raises,  primarily,  a  question  of  competency,  in  which  field 
the  decision  of  the  trial  court  should  not  be  disturbed  on  ap- 
peal unless  clearly  wrong.    Ellis  v.  State,  513. 

Denial  of  new  trial  in  criminal  case,  when  not  disturbed.    See  Crim- 
inal Law,  20. 

Affirmance  unless  justices  concur  as  to  ground  of  error, 

6.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment,  unless  there  is  a  concurrence  of  8 

majority  of  the  participating  justices  in  support  of  at  least  one 

material  ground  of  error,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed  of 

necessity.    Will  of  McNaughton,  179 

Afflrmance  and  reversal:  Material  and  immaterial  errors.  See  Con- 
tracts, 13,  14.  Criminal  Law,  7-10,  13,  14,  18,  19.  Highways, 
8-10, 14, 15.  JuKY,  1.  Mines,  6.  Negligence,  1.  Trial,  1-5, 10. 
6.  In  ejectment  where  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  support 
a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the  defense  of  adverse  possession, 
error  in  the  charge  upon  that  subject  was  harmless  as  to  him. 
Chase  v.  Woodruff,  641 

7«  The  admission  of  evidence  as  to  how  long  plaintiff's  intestate  had 
been  dead  when  found  was  harmless  where  there  was  no  denial 
of  the  allegations  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  his  death.  Pal- 
mer V,  Schultz,  455 

Law  of  the  case:  Decision  on  former  appeal, 

8.  The  decision  of  this  court  on  a  former  appeal  as  to  the  admis- 

sibility of  evidence  is  the  law  of  the  case  on  a  subsequent  trial 
and  appeal.    Chase  v.  Woodruff,  641 

9.  Where  it  was  held  on  a  former  appeal  that  under  the  evidence 

at  the  first  trial  the  question  whether  a  deed  was  delivered  was 
for  the  jury,  and  on  the  second  trial  the  evidence  to  show  de- 
livery was  fully  as  strong,  a  finding  by  the  jury  that  the  deed 
was  delivered  cannot  be  disturbed.  Ibid. 

Determination  and  disposition  of  cause:  When  new  trial  ordered. 
See  Co.^TRACTS,  13,  14.    Sales,  4. 

Rehearing:  Grounds:  Inaccuracy  not  affecting  result, 

10.  Inaccuracy  in  statements  of  fact  in  an  opinion  by  this  court  is 

not  ground  for  a  rehearing  where  it  did  not  affect  the  result. 

Will  of  McSaughton,  179- 
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Coits:  PrinUd  case  viblating  rules.    See  Cobts.  3,  4. 

Appeal  from  award  of  commissioners  of  appraisal.  See  Kailboads. 
10-18. 

Abottments  of  Counsel.    See  Criminal  Law,  3,  7-10. 

Arrbst:  Resistance.    See  Criional  Law,  5,  6. 

Assault  with  intent  to  IdlL    See  Criminal  Law,  2-4, 16, 17* 

AfiSEssMRNT  of  benefits.    See  Drains,  2,  3,  6. 

ASSION&fENT. 

Of  notes.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  3-6. 

Of  corporate  stock.    See  Corporations,  3-8. 

Of  life  insurance  policy.    See  Insurance,  1-3. 

Of  mortgages:  Recording.    See  Mortgages,  1,  2. 

Of  land  contract    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 
Assumption  of  Risk.    See  Master  and  Servant,  2,  4,  5,  7. 
Attorney  General:  Refusal  to  bring  action.    See  Courts 
AuDiTiro  Officer.    See  States,  6. 

BANKS  AND  BANKING 

Receivers:  Action  for  fraud.   See  Abatement  and  Revival,  1,  3. 
Accepting  deposits  when  hank  is  ^*unsafe  or  insolvent.** 

1.  If  a  person  deposits  In  a  bank  for  his  credit  a  check,  and  it  Is 

presently  treated  between  such  person  and  such  bank  as  money, 
the  former  obtaining  credit  upon  which  he  may,  at  his  pleasure, 
draw  for  money,  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  is  satisfied,  as  regards 
a  deposit  of  money.    Ellis  v.  State,  513 

2.  A  charge  in  an  indictment  or  information  under  such  section. 

that  a  particular  person  deposited  in  a  specified  bank,  for  his 
credit,  a  check  on  another  bank  and  that  it  was  received  for 
he  bank  by  its  president,  naming  him,  and  accepted  on  deposit, 
satisfies  all  the  essentials  of  such  section  as  to  an  ofllcer  of 
a  bank,  in  his  capacity  as  such  officer,  accepting  or  receiving 
money  on  deposit.  Ihid. 

In  case  of  an  officer  of  a  bank  accepting  for  such  bank  money 
of  another  to  be,  and  which  is,  deposited  for  his  credit  to  be 
at  his  pleasure  drawn  on,  the  status  of  such  officer  as  regards 
sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  is  thereby  fixed  regardless  of  whether 
the  depositor  owes  the  bank  on  paper,  due  to  and  which  does 
mature  shortly  so  as  to  absorb  the  deposit,  in  part,  before  the 
bank  is  forced  to  suspend.  IHd. 

4.  In  case  of  a  person  depositing  money  in  a  bank  as  against  an 
existing  overdraft,  so  far  as  it  goes  in  discharge  of  such  in- 
debtedness, it  is  not  a  deposit  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  4541, 
Stats.  (1898).  Ibid. 

6.  The  call  of  the  statute,  as  regards  the  act  constituting  a  crim- 
inal fraud,  is  a  deposit  such  as  will  create  a  credit;  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between  the  parties,  or  that  of 
bailor  and  bailee  or  that  of  principal  and  agent  Ibid. 

fi.  In  case  officers  of  a  bank  are  largely  indebted  thereto  and  pos- 
sess property  interests  in  a  corporation  to  a  very  significant 
amount  as  compared  to  such  indebtedness,  and  they  convey  snch 
property  to  the  bank  on  account  of  such  indebtedness,  pursu- 
ant to  an  understanding  of  long  standing,  the  situation  before 
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the  conveyance  should  be  regarded  substantially  the  same  as 
that  thereafter,  as  regards  the  mental  state  of  such  officers  re^ 
specting  the  condition  of  the  bank  as  to  solvency.  Ihid. 

7.  In  the  situation  in  the  last  foregoing  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
officers,  equally  interested  in  the  bank  and  the  outside  prop- 
erty mentioned,  are  not  debtors  of  the  bank  but  have,  neverthe- 
less, agreed  with  their  associates  to  join  in  conveying  such 
property  to  strengthen  it  as  to  paper  on  which  they  were  not 
liable,  creating  a  moral  obligation,  only,  to  so  Join,  which  obliga- 
tion the  other  officers  have  good  reason  to  suppose  will  be,  and 
in  fact  is,  redeemed,  does  not  militate  against  the  outside  in- 
terest of  such  uondebtor  officers  being  considered  by  the  others, 
before  the  transfer,  on'  the  question  of  whether  the  bank  is 
solvent.  Ihid, 

S.  The  words  "unsafe  or  insolvent"  in  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898),  are 
used  therein  as  legal  equivalents.  Ibid. 

9.  The  term  "unsafe  or  insolvent"  as  used  in  sec.  4541,  Stats.  (1898), 
does  not  mean  insolvent  in  the  limited  sense  of  inability  to  pay 
indebtedness  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.  Ihid. 

10.  The  term  mentioned  means  insolvent  in  the  broad  general  sense 

of  a  deficiency  of  one's  assets  in  realizable  cash  available  within 

a  reasonable  time,  treated  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  person 

would  generally  conduct  his  business  under  the  same  or  similar 

.      circumstances,  to  pay  his  liabilities.  Ibid. 

11.  A  bank  is  unsafe  or  insolvent  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 

when  the  cash  value  of  its  assets,  realizable  in  a  reasonable 

time,  in  case  of  liquidation  by  its  proprietors  as  ordinarily 

prudent  persons  would  ordinarily  close  up  their  business,  is  not 

.  equal  to  its  liabilities,  exclusive  of  stock  liabilities.  Jhid. 

Bekxfit  Associations.    See  Ii7Subanc£,  6-8. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Validity:  Conditional  delivery. 

1.  Where  the  signers  of  a  nonnegotiable  note,  or  some  of  them,  were 

induced  to  sign  it  upon  the  understanding  that,  although  it  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  payee  to  obtain  more  signatures, 
it  was  not  to  be  delivered  so  as  to  take  effect  until  signed  by 
a  certain  number  of  responsible  makers,  and  it  was  not  in  fact 
so  signed,  it  had  no  effect  or  existence  as  a  promissory  note 
as  against  the  signers.    Swanke  v.  Eerdeman,  654 

Same:  Renewal:  Intoxication  of  signer.    See  Jxtdgkeitt,  2. 

Consideration:  Accommodation  paper:  Defenses. 

2.  No  consideration  moving  to  the  accommodation  maker  is  nec- 

essary to  uphold  an  accommodation  note,  the  consideration  sup- 
porting his  promise  being  that  parted  with  by  the  person  tak- 
ing the  note  and  received  by  the  person  accommodated.  Marling 
V,  Jones^  82 

3.  The  maker  of  an  accommodation  note  cannot  defend  against  it 

on  the  ground  that  the  holder  other  than  the  person  accom- 
modated, whether  indorsee  or  transferee  for  value,  knew  before 
and  when  he  took  the  note  that  the  accommodation  maker  re- 
ceived no  consideration.  Ibid. 

4.  The  agency  of  the  party  accommodated  to  negotiate  an  accom- 

modation note  and  raise  money  thereon  does  not,  in  the  ab- 
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sence  of  express  agreement,  expire  at  the  maturity  of  the  note; 
and  the  mere  fact  that  the  transfer  to  a  holder  for  value  was 
made  after  the  note  became  due  does  not  permit  the  accommo- 
dation maker  to  defeat  recovery  at  the  suit  of  such  holder 
merely  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  consideration  mov- 
ing to  the  accommodation  maker.  i^tcL 
Same:  Rights  of  assignee  for  value:  Defenses. 
6.  A  note  and  mortgage  were  delivered  to  the  payee,  one  H.,  a 
dealer  In  .such  securities,  upon  his  agreement  to  advance  the 
money  subbequently  as  the  maker  should  need  it  for  a  building. 
The  maker  knew  that  H.  was  likely  to  transfer  the  securities 
to  an  innocent  third  person.  The  mortgage  was  recorded  and 
•H.  thereupon  assigned  and  delivered  it  and  the  note  as  collat- 
eral security  for  his  own  note  to  one  who  took  the  securities 
tn  good  faith  without  knowledge  of  the  agreement  between  H. 
and  the  maker,  but  the  note  was  not  indorsed  so  as  to  make  the 
assignee  a  holder  in  due  course.  After  the  assignment  H.  wholly 
-  failed  to  make  the  agreed  advances.    Held: 

(1)  The  note  to  H.  was  supported  by  sufficient  consideration 
and  was  valid  in  his  hands. 

(2)  Although  the  assignee  of  H.  was  not  a  holder  in  due 
course,  protected  by  the  law  merchant,  yet  the  maker  was  es- 
topped, as  against  him,  to  set  up  the  defense  of  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  payee's  agreement. 
Marling  v,  FitzQerald,  -93 

6.  The  rule  that  a  negotiable  instrument  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee 
for  value  and  without  notice  of  defenses,  if  he  is  not  a  holder 
in  due  course,  is  subject  to  such  defenses  as  were  available 
against  his  assignor,  relates  only  to  such  defenses  as  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment.  Ihid. 

Notes  secured  ty  mortgage:  Unrecorded  assignment:  Payments  to 
original  mortgagee.    See  Mortoaqes. 

Setoff  as  against  non-resident,  not  a  hona  fide  holder.  See  Setoft 
AWD  Counterclaim,  2-5. 

Evidence  as  to  value  of  notes  held  ty  tanlc.    See  Evidence,  11 

Bona  Fide  Purcilaser.    See  Mobtoages,  2,  3. 

Bonds:  Liability  of  sureties.  See  Cobpobations,  ld-21.  Pbincipai. 
AND  Surety,  2. 

Bridges.    See  Highways,  1,  2. 

Building  Contracts.    See  Principai.  and  Subett,  2. 

Canals:  Conveyance:  Lock  included.    See  Waters. 

Cancellation  of  Instbuments.    See  Jubt,  3. 

Carriers:  Injuries  to  passengers.    See  Railroads,  21.    Street  Razlt 

ways,  1-3, 
Cause  of  Action:  Survival.    See  Abatement  and  Revival^  1. 

CERTIORARI. 

1.  A  finding  of  fact  by  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  policemen's 

pension  fund  of  a  city,  made  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
board  and  upon  evidence  before  it,  cannot  be  reversed  on  cer- 
tiorari.   State  ex  rel,  McManus  v.  Trustees,  133 

2.  Upon  certiorari  to  review  proceedings  of  a  guasi'jndicia.1  body 

involving  matters  of  fact  determinable  upon  evidence,  formal 
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findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  are  not  necessary,  the 
theory  of  the  proceeding  being  that  the  evidence  reasonably 
admits  of  a  finding  but  one  way,  and  that  contrary  findings  are 
errors  of  law  and  jurisdictional.  Btate  ex  rel,  Pittsburgh  Coal 
Co,  V,  Patterson,  -  475 

Change  ot  Beneficiabt.    See  iKsuitAifCE,  1-4,  6. 

CIGARETTES. 

1.  The  sale,  by  a  retail  merchant  In  this  state,  of  a  sealed  package 

of  tobacco,  purchased  from  a  wholesaler  in  the  regular  course 
of  business,  containing  a  coupon  stating  that  a  certain  foreign 
corporation  would  send  a  specified  quantity  of  cigarette  paper  to 
any  one  transmitting  to  it  by  mail  three  of  such  coupons,  is  a 
violation  by  such  retailer  of  sec.  1,  ch.  82,  Laws  of  1905,  which 
prohibits  any  person  "by  himself,  his  servant  or  agent,  or  as  the 
servant  or  agent  of  any  other  person,  directly  or  indirectly,  or 
upon  any  pretense,  or  by  any  device,"  from  selling,  giving  away, 
or  otherwise  disposing  of  any  cigarette  paper.    State  v,  Sbragia, 

57» 

2.  The  retailer  in  such  a  case  is  the  principal  In  the  sense  that  a 

sale  of  the  package  includes  the  sale  of  a  coupon,  and  an  agent 
in  the  sense  that  he  acts  for  the  foreign  dealer  in  the  latter'a 
effort  to  supply  customers  in  this  state  with  cigarette  paper. 

IMd. 

8.  Such  a  sale  does  not  involve  any  question  of  interstate  commerce. 

Ibid. 
Claims  against  decedents.    See  Executobs,  4. 

Classification  for  legislative  purposes.    See  Constitutionai.  Law» 
6,  6.    Railboads,  1-4. 

Co-BMPLOTEEs:  Negligence.    See  Mabteb  and  Sebvant,  8-10.    Rail- 
BOADS,  1-9,  24. 

Cognovit.    See  Judgment,  2,  3. 

CoiXATEBAi.  Secukity.     See  Bills  and  Notes,  5.    Cobpobationb^ 
3-8. 

CoMiTT.    See  Contracts,  1.    Telbgbaphs. 

CoMMEBCE.     See  Cigarettes,  3.    Cobpobations,  21.    Railboads,  9» 

Committees  of  legislature:  Investigations:  Incurring  expenses.    See 

States. 

Common  Cabbiebs.    See  Railboads,  21.    Stbeet  Railways,  1-8. 

Comparative  Negligence.    See  Railboads,  7. 

Condemnation  of  Land.    See  Railboads,  10-18. 

Conditions. 
Precedent  to  action.    See  Limitation  of  Actions. 
Subsequent.    See  Vendor  and  Pubghasbb,  4-6. 

Confession  of  Judgment.    See  Judgment,  2,  8. 

CoNVLiOT  of  Laws.    See  Contbaots,  1.    Telegraphs. 

Conbideration.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  2-5.    Mobtgaqbs,  2. 

CoirspiBACY.    See  Cbiminal  Law,  2-4. » 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Legislative  powers:  Investigations,  etc.    See  States. 
Same:  Salaries  of  public  officers:  Change  during  term.    See  Jni>0E8. 
Officers. 

Bame:  Election  of  V,  8.  senators:  Discretiqn:  Primary  election  Jaws. 
See  Elections. 

Validity  of  statutes,  when  considered  by  courts, 

1.  The  constitutionality  of  a  legislative  act  will  not  be  considered 

by  the  court  unless  a  decision  in  respect  thereto  is  essential 
to  the  determination  of  some  controversy  calling  for  judicial 
solution.    State  ex  rel,  Rosenhein  v.  Frear,  173 

Judicial  power:  Vesting  in  bodies  other  than  courts:  Legislative  cam- 
mittees.    See  States,  7. 

Same:  Vesting  in  juries.    See  Railroads,  5. 

Judges:  Term  of  office:  Change  of  saiary.    See  JtiDOKS.    Officers. 

Police  power:  Regulation  of  railroads:  Liability  to  employees.    See 
Railroads,  1-9. 

Drainage  laws:  Validity,    See  Drains,  1. 

Right  of  public  assembly,  etc.:  Infringement  by  prim^wry  election  law. 
See  Elections. 

Liberty  of  contract.    See  Railroads,  8. 

Vested  rights:  Remedies:  Rules  of  evidence:  Competency  of  wit- 
nesses. 

2.  One  cannot  acquire  a  vested  right  in  a  Judicial  remedy  unless  it 

is  of  the  contract  so  that  an  invasion  of  the  remedy  necessarily 
impairs  the  property  right.    Will  of  McNaughion,  179 

3.  The  exception  noted  does  not  apply  to  a  mere  fule  of  evidence 

which  leaves  other  rules,  ample  to  establish  the  remedial  right 
by  competent  witnesses.  Ifnd. 

4.  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  evidence 

as  by  ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907,  applicable  to  transactions  which 
happened  prior  to  the  enactment,  but  Incompetency  of  a  witness 
resulting  may  be  avc^ded  by  removal  of  the  condition  upon 
which  it  is  based  before  the  person  affected  is  offered  as  a  wit- 
ness. Ibid, 

Obligation  of  contracts:  Impairing,    See  Constitutional  Law,  2,  3. 

Equal  protection  of  the  laws:  Classification,    See  Corporations,  2. 
Witnesses,  5. 

5.  The  rule  of  equality  before  tM  law  does  not  preclude  classiflGa- 

tion  for  legislative  purposes,  if  the  classification  is  not  arbitrary 
but  is  based  upon  substantial  distinctions,  is  germane  to  the 
purpose  of  the  law,  is  not  based  on  existing  circumstances  only 
BO  that  there  can  be  no  change  in  the  membership  of  a  class, 
and  provided  the  law  applies  equally  to  all  members  of  each 
class.    Kiley  v.  C,  M,  d  St.  P,  R,  Co.  215 

t.  The  necessity  and  propriety  of  such  classification  are  to  be  de> 
tennined  by  the  legislature,  and  if  made  in  conformity  with  the 
rules  above  mentioned  it  cannot  be  disturbed  by  the  courts. 
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Same:  Regulation  of  railroadt:  Liahility  to  employees.    See  Raii** 
BOADS,  1-9. 

Due  process  of  lotc.    See  Cobporationb,  2.    Railboapb,  2,  7 
CoNHNGCNT  FuTUBS  ESTATES.    See  Wills,  S* 

CONTRACTS. 

See  Bills  akd  Notes.   Deeds.    Insubaucs.    Pbinoipai.  ajxd  SvBxrt, 
Sales.    Venbob  and  Pubchabeb. 

Right  to  Uherty  of  contract.    See  Ratlboads,  8. 
Impairing  oWgation,    See  CowsTmrriowAL  Law,  2,  3. 
Validity:  Lex  loci:  Comity:  Pul>lic  policy.    See  Telegraphs. 

1.  Though  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  lex  loci  governs  as  to  the 

validity  of  a  contract,  yet  comity  does  not  require  recognition 
or  enforcement,  either  as  a  basis  of  attack  or  defense,  of  a  con- 
tract which,  though  valid  under  the  lex  loci,  contravenes  the 
public  policy  of  the  state  in  which  such  recognition  or  enforce- 
ment is  sought.  Fox  V.  Postal  T.-O,  Co.  64S 
Same:  Executed  contracts. 

2.  A  contract  which  is  not  enforceable  while  executory  because  ot 

want  of  mutuality  becomes  valid  when  executed.  Oconto  B.  Co. 
V.  Cayouette,  664 

3«  A  contract  whereby  a  brewing  company,  to  Induce  a  saloon- 
keeper to  sell  its  beer,  agreed  to  erect  a  beer  depot  in  the  city 
and  deliver  its  beer  therefrom  every  morning,  and  that  until 
such  depot  was  built  h6  was  not  to  pay  for  the  beer  furnished 
to  him,  is  valid  after  performance  by  the  saloonkeeper  and,  the 
company  having  failed  to  build  the  beer  depot,  is  a  complete  de- 
fense to  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  beer  furnished.       Jbid, 
Same:  Unlicensed  foreign  corporations.    See  Cobporatioks,  19-21.    ^ 
Oral  negotiations  preceding  writing.    See  Evidence,  12. 
Construction.    See  Appeal,  3.    Evidence,  7.    Railboaos,  19. 
4.  Written  provisions  inserted  in  a  printed  form  of  contract  are 
to  control  if  they  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  printed  portions. 
Hicks  P.  Co.  V.  Wis.  Cent.  R.  Co.  584 

6.  The  practical  construction  of  a  contract  by  the  parties  acting 
under  it  is  entitled  to  much  weight.  lUd. 

6.  Where  a  contract  is  fairly  open  to  two  constructions,  by  one  of 

which  it  would  be  lawful,  while  by  the  other  it  would  be  un- 
lawful and  one  party  would  be  subjected  to  a  forfeiture,  the 
former  construction  should  be  adopted.  JMd. 

7.  A  contract  by  which  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  agreed  to  pub- 

lish, during  the  year  1906,  the  advertising  matter  furnished 
by  a  railway  company,  "to  be  charged  at  regular  rates  to  the 
amount  of  |400,"  "in  full  consideration  of  which  the  company 
agreed  "to  issue  In  payment  $400  worth  of  transportation,"  is 
construed — in  view  of  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1903, — as  entitling  the 
publisher  to  charge  the  full  value  of  advertising  in  excess  of 
what  was  paid  for  in  transportation,  although  late  in  the  year, 
stating  that  much  more  advertising  had  been  given  than  the 
contract  called  for,  the  publisher  asked  the  company  as  a  favor 
for  |50  worth  of  additional  transportation  and  a  supplemental 
contract  was  made  accordingly.  Jbid. 
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Bupplemental  contract:  When  making  it  does  not  constitute  accord 
and  satisfaction.    See  Accobd  and  Satisfaction. 

Performance:  Modification:  Waiver,    See  Insttsancs,  5, 

8.  Where,  by  a  failure  of  some  exact  performance,  a  forfeiture  \s 

imposed  on  one  party  by  the  strict  terms  of  an  agreement,  con- 
duct of  the  other  party  sufficient  to  induce  a  belief  that  a  modi- 
fled  performance  is  satisfactory  and  will  be  accepted  as  equiva- 
lent to  strict  performance  will  justify  a  conclusion  that  the 
parties  have  assented  to  a  modification  of  the  original  terms 
or  that  the  obligee  has  waived  strict  performance.  Seidel  v. 
Equitable  L,  A,  Boc  66 

ttescission  for  fraud,  etc.     See  Discovebt,  7.     Fraud,  4.     Judg- 
ment, 8.    Sales,  3-7. 

9.  Where  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  subject  matter,  the  mere  fact 

that  one  party  has  in  fact  sold  more  than  he  thought  he  was 
selling,  or  the  other  got  more  than  he  expected,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  avoid  the  contract  of  sale;  but  where  there  is  a  mutual 
mistake  as  to  the  subject  matter,  that  condition  is  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  contract    Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhew,  561 

10.  Where  the  subject  matter  of  a  sale,  and  what  both  parties  sup- 

posed they  were  dealing  with,  was  a  right  in  remainder  sub- 
ject to  a  life  estate  and  subject  further  to  be  partially  or  wholly 
used  for  maintenance  of  the  life  tenant,  but  by  reason  of  the 
prior  death  of  such  tenant,  then  unknown  to  either  party,  they 
were  in  fact  buying  and  selling  an  absolute  estate  or  right  im- 
mediately available  in  possession  and  ownership  and  not  sub- 
ject to  diminution,  there  was  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  such  as 
would  avoid  the  contract  unless  the  party  seeking  relief  was 
negligent  in  making  the  contract  or  acquiesced  therein  after 
learning  of  the  mistake.  IJHd. 

11.  The  facts  stated  In  the  complaint  must  show  a  case  of  fraud  and 

mistake,  or  fraud  or  mistake,  in  order  to  entitle  plalntift  to 
relief  upon  either  ground  which  the  evidence  may  establish. 

Ibid, 

12.  A  party  asking  rescission  or  cancellation  of  a  contract  must  bring 

forward  all  his  grounds  therefor  in  one  suit,  and  cannot  have 
his  right  or  claim  tried  by  piecemeal.  Ibid. 

13.  In  an  action  to  rescind  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud  the 

findings  negatived  the  fraud,  but  a  further  material  and  rele- 
vant finding  clearly  established  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  such 
as,  if  properly  pleaded,  would  have  entitled  plaintiff  to  relief 
In  the  absence  of  negligence  or  acquiescence.  Held,  that  a  judg- 
ment for  defendant  on  such  findings  would,  if  allowed  to  stand, 
be  an  adjudication  that,  notwithstanding  such  mistake,  the  con- 
tract is  valid  and  binding  upon  the  parties.  Ibid. 

14.  In  such  case,  the  findings  being  supported  by  the  evidence,  the 

supreme  court  reverses  the  Judgment  and  remands  the  cause 
for  trial,  upon  supplemental  complaint  and  answer,  of  the  ques- 
tions relating  to  negligence  In  making  the  contract  or  acquies- 
cence therein  after  discovery  of  the  mistake.  Ibid. 

CoNTBiBUTORY  Neougence.    See  Neguoence,  2,  8.    Railboads.  5-7, 
21-23.    Stbeet  Railways,  4,  5. 

ConvEBsioN  of  personal  property.    See  Cobpobations,  9, 10.    Tboveb 
AND  Convebsion; 
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-CosTETANCES.  See  Appeal,  9.  Deeds.  Ejectment,  2.  Execution,  2. 
MoBTOAGES,  2,  3.     Pleading,  2.     Towns,  1,  2.     Vendor  and 

PUBOHASEB.     WaTIERS.     WiLLS,  1,  2. 

CORPORATIONS. 
Soto  far  are  separate  entities.    See  CitnaNAL  Law,  L    Ehbezzls- 

MENT. 

L  A  corporation  exists  only  In  contemplation  of  law,  and  the  legal 

fiction  that  it  Is  a  separate  entity,  though  necessary  for  many 

purposes,  cannot  be  urged  to  an  Intent  and  purpose  not  within 

the  reason  and  policy  of  that  fiction.    MilJ)ralh  v.  Btate,       354 

Are  ^'persons:"'  Constitutional  rights. 

2.  Corporations  are  entitled  to  the  same  protection  as  individuals 

under  the  constitutional  guaranties  of  liberty  and  equality,  and 
are  "persons,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  XlVth  amendment. 
Const,  of  U.  S.,  providing  that  no  state  shall  deprive  any  per- 
son of  property  without  due  process  of  law  or  deny  to  any  per- 
son the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Kiley  v.  C,  M,  d  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  215 

Stock:  Subscription  induced  hy  fraud.    See  Discovert,  6-8. 

Same:  Purchase  induced  hy  fraud.    See  Fraud,  3-7. 

Same:  Conversion.    See  Trover  and  Conversion. 

^ame:  Assignment  as  collateral  security:  Right  to  vote,  etc. 

3.  In  an  action  involving  the  right  to  vote  corporate  stock  assigned 

as  collateral  security  for  notes  given  for  its  purchase  price,  it  is 
held,  upon  the  evidence,  that  by  the  understanding  and  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  the  pledgor  has  the  right  to  vote  the  stock, 
although  it  was  not  expressly  so  stipulated  in  their  written  con- 
tract.   Ooetzinger  v.  Donahue,  103 

(4.  Whether,  in  general,  the  right  to  vote  corporate  stock  assigned 
as  collateral  security  is  in  the  pledgor  or  the  pledgee,  not  de- 
termined.] Ihid. 

5.  Upon  the  sale  of  all  the  stock  of  a  corporation  notes  were  given 
for  a  part  of  the  purchase  price  and  most  of  the  stock  was  as- 
signed to  the  vendor  as  collateral  security  therefor.  One  share 
was  issued  to  him  and  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  be  a  di- 
rector, officer,  and  employee  of  the  company,  so  as  to  be  in  a 
position  to  protect  his  securities.  Held,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  have  the  stock  so  pledged  transferred  to  him  on  the  books 
of  the  company,  and  that  a  new  certificate  should  be  issued  to 
him  showing  the  transfer  and  that  it  issued  pursuant  to  the 
judgment  of  the  court.  Ihid. 

^.  The  assignment  of  the  stock  as  collateral  in  such  case  being  made, 
under  the  agreement,  "to  secure  the  payment  of  said  notes,  the 
same  to  be  held  by  the  [payee]  until  said  notes  shall  be  fully 
paid,"  no  part  of  the  pledged  stock  need  be  surrendered  until 
the  indebtedness  evidenced  by  the  notes  is  fully  paid.         Ihid. 

7.  There  being  nothing  in  the  agreement  warranting  an  inference 
that  the  stock  was  pledged  to  secure  anything  other  than  the 
notes  mentioned,  the  pledgee  was  Jiot  entitled  to  hold  it  to 
secure  payment  of  damages  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment in  respect  to  his  being  retained  as  a  director  and  officer 
of  the  company.  Ihid. 
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8.  In  an  action  for  determination  of  the  rights  of  all  parties  under 

such  sale  and  agreement,  the  Judgment  should  provide  for  the 
continuance  of  the  vendor  and  pledgee  of  the  stock  as  a  director, 
officer,  and  employee  of  the  company  until  the  debt  to  him 
should  be  paid,  upon  the  condition  that  he  perform  the  duties  of 
such  positions;  and  his  interest  in  the  property  should  be  pro- 
tected against  transfers  or  other  acts  of  the  corporation  which 
might  improperly  impair  his  security.  Ibid. 

Btockholders:  Right  to  sue  far  lorong  to  corporation:  Parties:  Pleads 
ing. 

9.  The  wrongful  taking  and  conversion  by  an  officer  of  a  corporar 

tion  of  moneys  and  property  belonging  to  it  is  primarily  a 
wrong  to  the  corporation  and  it  has  the  primary  right  to  bring- 
an  action  therefor.    Elmergreen  v,  Weimer,  111 

10.  If,  in  such  case,  the  corporation  fails  to  sue,  it  is  a  necessary 

party  defendant  in  an  action  brought  by  a  stockholder.       IMd. 

11.  Assuming  that  an  allegation  that  a  corporation  has  been  dis- 

solved is  sufficient  on  demurrer,  a  further  averment  that  it  has 
"no  legal  existence  at  the  present  time"  states  merely  a  con- 
clusion of  law,  which  is  not  admitted  by  the  demurrer.         IdtdL 

12.  In  the  absence  of  allegations  to*  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed 

on  demurrer  that  the  laws  of  another  state  with  respect  to  cor- 
porations organized  therein  provide — like  our  sec.  1764,  Stats. 
(1898) — that  after  such  corporations  are  dissolved  they  shall 
continue  for  three  years  to  be  bodies  corporate  for  the  purpose 
of  prosecuting  and  defending  actions  and  of  enabling  them  t» 
settle  and  close  up  their  business,  etc.  Ihid, 

18.  Before  a  stockholder  can  bring  an  action  for  a  wrong  to  a  corpo- 
ration which,  though  dissolved,  still  exists  for  the  purpose  of 
'  prosecuting  and  defending  actions,  he  must  show  a  demand 
upon  the  corporation  to  bring  the  suit  or  some  sufficient  reason 
for  failure  to  make  such  demand.  Ibid. 

14.  An  allegation  that  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation 
when  it  was  dissolved  does  not  show  that  he  was  a  stockholder 
,  when  the  action  was  commenced,  some  eighteen  months  there- 
after. Ibid. 

15.' An  allegation  that  defendant  controlled  and  dominated  a  corpo- 
ration "up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution  thereof  does  not  show 
that  he  continued  to  dominate  and  control  it  thereafter,  so  a» 
to  excuse  plaintiff's  failure  to  demand  that  the  corporation  it- 
self bring  the  action  to  remedy  a  wrong  done  to  it  by  defend- 
ant. It  cannot  be  presumed  that  after  the  dissolution  defend- 
ant dominated  or  Interfered  with  the  winding  up  of  the  corpo- 
ration as  provided  by  law.  Ibid. 

Officer 8:  Resignation:  When  vacates  office. 

16.  Even  where  the  charter  of  a  corporation  provides  that  its  officers 
shall  hold  until  their  successors  are  elected  and  qualified,  or 
appointed  and  qualified,  the  resignation  of  an  officer  without  any 
acceptance  thereof  vacates  the  office  for  all  general  purposes 
unless  acceptance  is  specially  required  by  the  charter.  Will  of 
McNaughton,  17^ 

Same:  Responsibility  for  crime.    See  Cbucnai.  Law*  1.    Eubxzzl^ 

MENT. 

Same:  Receiving  deposits  in  insolvent  bank:  Knowledge.  See  BAini» 
AND  Bankiko,  2,  3,  6,  7. 
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Same:  Competency  as  ioitneases.    See  Witnessss,  1. 

Agents  emd  employees:  Examination  as  adverse  witnesses.    See  Wn> 

N£68£S,  4,  5. 

Dissolution.    See  Cobpobattons,  11-15. 

Eleemosynary  corporations:  Veterans*  Home:  Discharge  of  inmate. 

17.  Corporations  organized  for  purposes  akin  to  that  for  which  the 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Wisconsin  Veterans*  Home  was  organ- 
ized have  the  right  to  prescribe  reasonable  rules  governing  the 
admission  and  discharge  of  inmates;  and  under  sec.  1785,  Stats. 
(1898),  the  proper  officers  may  at*  any  time  discharge  any  such 
inmate  when,  in  their  Judgment,  it  shall  be  for  his  interests  or 
the  interests  of  the  corporation.    Smith  v.  Board  of  Trustees, 

628 

18.  In  an  action  against  said  corporation  for  damages  for  a  wrongful 

discharge  from  the  Home,  it  is  held  that  a  verdict  was  properly 
directed  for  defendant, — ^it  appearing  that  the  board  of  trustees 
had  proceeded  regularly,  within  its  statutory  powers,  and  in 
accordance  with  its  by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  In  discharg- 
ing plaintiff  because  of  misconduct  in  circulating  false  and 
scandalous  reports  concerning  officials  of  the  Home,  to  the  detri- 
ment of  the  institution.  Ihid. 

Foreign  corporations:  Talidity  of  contracts,  etc:  Bond  of  agent. 

19.  In  an  action  upon  an  agent's  bond,  where  the  answer  denied  the 

corporate  existence  of  plaintifT  and  alleged  that  it  held  itself 
out  to  be  a  foreign  corporation,  a  further  allegation  that  it  had 
transacted  business  in  this  state  under  the  contract  in  question 
in  violation  of  sec.  1770&,  Stats.  (1898),  did  not  show  that  the 
contract  was  void,  since  said  section  does  not  apply  to  cases  of 
mere  representation.    Sanitas  Co.  v,  Niezorawski,  377 

20.  Defendant  might,  however,  prevail  upon  the  defense  so  attempted 

to  be  pleaded,  where  the  court  found  as  a  fact  that  plaintiff  was 
a  foreign  corporation,  and  such  finding  was  not  excepted  to. 

Ibid. 

21.  Where  goods  are  sold  outright  by  a  foreign  corporation  to  a  so- 

called  agent  in  this  state  the  transaction  is*interstate  commerce, 
not  affected  by  sec.  17706,  Stats.  (1898),  but  as  to  any  indebted- 
ness of  the  purchaser  on  such  sales  there  is  no  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  that  such  purchaser 
should  **well  and  truly  perform  the  duties  of  agent"  for  the  for- 
eign corporation,  and  pay  over  to  it  all  moneys  received  by  him 
''as  such  agent"  Ihid. 

CoBBOBORATioN.    See  Rape,  2. 

COSTS. 

1.  Generally,  In  a  contest  between  legatees  to  establish  their  rights 

under  a  will,  costs  should  be  awarded  to  the  successful  party. 
Moore  v.  Moore,  602 

2.  The  fact  that  plaintiff  was  able  to  furnish  the  required  security 

shows  that  there  was  no  abuse  of  discretion  in  an  order  re- 
quiring him  to  give  security  for  costs;  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  abuse  the  order  should  not  be  reversed.  Smith  v.  Board 
»f  Trustees,  628 

Vou  138—44 
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3.  No  costs  are  allowed  for  the  printing  of  a  case  which  contains 

the  whole  te&timony  in  extenso,  in  violation  of  Supreme  Court 
'         Rule  6.    Sivanke  v.  Herdevian,  654 

4.  Same  point.    See  TJeale  v.  State,  491,  493 
6.  Costs  and  expenses,  when  payable  out  of  trust  funds.    See  Win 

of  McNaugfiton,  179 

Counterclaim.    See  Setoff  and  Countebcuux. 

COURTS. 

Bupreme  court:  Original  jurisdiction. 

The  supreme  court,  in  the  exercise  of  Its  original  Jurisdiction, 
may  entertain  an  equitable  action  to  prevent  the  secretary  of 
state  and  state  treasurer  from  disbursing  state  monesrs  for 
illegitimate  purposes;  and  such  action  may  be  initiated  by  a 
taxpayer  if  the  attorney  general  refuses  to  act  State  ex  rel. 
Jiosenhein  v.  Frear,  173 

Same:  Concurrence  of  majority  as  to  ground  of  error.    See  Appeal,  5. 

Same:  Salaries  of  justices.    See  Jttdqes.    Officers. 

When  courts  toiU  consider  constitutionality  of  statute.  See  Constitu- 
tional Law,  1. 

Comity.    See  Contracts,  1.    Telegraphs. 

Judicial  power:  Where  vested.    See  Railroads,  5,  6.    Statbs. 

CRIMINAL  LAW  AND  PRACTICE. 

See  Banks  and  Banking.     Cigarettes.     Eicbezzlement.     Indict- 
ment and  Information.    Jury.    Rape. 

BesvQnsihility  for  crime:  Acts  done  as  officer  of  corporation. 

.  1.  A  person  charged  with  a  crime  will  not  be  heard  to  say  in  jus- 
tification that  he  committed  the  act  in  his  official  capacity  as 
officer  of  a  corporation;  nor  to  assert  that  acts  in  form  corpo- 
rate acts  were  not  his  acts  merely  because  done  by  him  through 
the  instrumentality  of  a  corporation  which  he  controlled  and 
dominated  in  all  respects  and  which  he  employed  for  that  pur- 
pose.   Milbrath  v.  State,  354 

Evidence:  Materiality  and  competency.    See  Embezzlement,  3. 

2.  If  two  persons  assault  another  with  design  to  feloniously  take 

that  other's  life,  and  the  claim  of  the  prosecution  is  that  such 
persons  acted  pursuant  to  a  conspiracy,  having  for  its  purpose 
the  offense  attempted  in  aid  of  a  further  general  purpose,  and 
only  one  is  placed  on  trial  who  denies  being  one  of  the  two, 
and  the  identity  of  the  other  is  established — all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  conspiracy,  and  the  various  steps  in  its  consum- 
mation tending  to  show  motive  for  participation  therein  of  the 
one  on  trial  and  to  Identify  him  as  having  been  the  participant 
and  the  general  intent  of  such  participation,  may  properly  be 
given  in  evidence.    Weisen^iach  v.  State,  152 

3.  In  the  situation  mentioned  it  is  proper  to  state  to  the  Jury  in 

opening  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  all  facta  the 
state  expects  to  prove,  as  to  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  the 
connection  of  the  accused  therewith,  particularly  at  the  time 
of  the  offense,  and  to  offer  all  legitimate  evidence  showing  such 
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circumstances,  so  far  as  they  tend  to  establish  giiilt  of  the  ac- 
cused. Ibid. 

4.  In  such  a  situation,  the  fact  that  one  participant  has  not  been 
apprehended,  does  not  militate,  upon  the  trial  of  the  other, 
against  showing  all  the  facts  regarding  the  absent  one  bearing 
on  the  criminality  of  such  other.  Ihid. 

6.  If  a  person,  about  to  be  apprehended  as  guilty  of  having  com- 
mitted a  criminal  oftense.  resists  arrest,  that  may  properly  be 
established  upon  his  trial  as  bearing  on  the  probability  of  his 
guilt  and  given  such  weight  by  the  Jury  as  they  may  think  it 
is  entitled  to  under  all  circumstances.  Ibid. 

6.  If  an  attempt  be  made  to  arrest  a  person  upon  a  charge  of  his 

having  committed  a  criminal  ofPense,  and  he  successfully,  by 
threats  or  intimidation,  prevents  being  apprehended,  and  Is 
informed  that  he  will  be  visited  later  by  a  force  sufficient  to 
secure  his  submission,  and  he  evinces  a  disposition  to  resist  in 
such  event,  and  upon  a  new  attempt  the  officers  are  resisted 
by  such  person  and  a  comrade,  acting  in  concert  with  him,  and 
to  the  extent  of  a  claimed  design  to  take  the  lives  of  such  offi- 
cers,— ^proof  of  the  previous  occurrence  and  threats  are  legiti- 
mate as  to  the  intent  of  such  resistance.  '  Ibid. 

Same:  Res  oeatcs.    See  Rape,  10. 

Trial:  Arguments  of  counsel.    See  Criminal  Law,  3. 

7.  A  misstatement  by  the  district  attorney.  In  his  argument  to  the 

Jury,  as  to  the  time  within  which  admitted  acts  of  intercourse 
by  defendants  with  the  prosecutrix  occurred,  is  held  to  have 
been  harmless,  in  view  of  the  trial  court's  direction  to  the  jury 
to  recall  the  testimony  and  not  take  counsel's  statement  on 
either  side  for  what  it  was.    Vogel  v.  State,  315 

8.  Language  used  by  the  district  attorney  in  his  argument  to  the 

Jury,  characterizing  a  witness  as  a  "disreputable,  dirty  j)up  of 
a  liar,"  is  disapproved,  but  it  was  proper  for  him  to  comment 
upon  the  contradictory  statements  which  the  witness  admitted 
having  made,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credibility. 

Ibid. 

9.  Statements  by  the  district  attorney,  in  his  argument  to  the  Jury, 

that  if  the  prosecutrix  "was  your  or  my  girl,  you  wouldn't  have 
waited  to  have  a  trial  in  court,"  and  that  "the  people  of  the 
country  are  watching  this  case,  and  when  they  have  another 
case  like  this  they  will  have  a  lynching  bee,"  are  held  improper 
and  reprehensible,  but  not  so  prejudicial  as  to  work  a  reversal 
of  the  conviction,  where  the  trial  court  told  the  Jury  that  such 
remarks  were  improper  and  admonished  them  to  decide  the  case 
according  to  the  evidence  and  to  acquit  the  defendants,  without 
regard  to  any  other  case  or  to  the  future,  unless  their  guilt  was 
established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Ibid. 

10.  Considerable  latitude  must  be  allowed  counsel  in  arguing  cases, 

and  a  Judgment  should  not  be  reversed  because  of  improper  re- 
marks unless  this  court  is  satisfied  that  the  Jury  was  not  suffi- 
ciently instructed  to  disregard  them  or  they  appear  to  be  so 
flagrant  that  they  must  have  been  prejudicial  notwithstanding 
any  admonition  that  may  have  been  given  by  the  trial  court. 

Ibid. 
Instructiona  to  jury.    See  Embezzlement,  4,  6. 

11.  If  a  person  is  charged  with  a  homicidal  offense  of  a  high  degree, 

includins:  lesser  degrees,  the  case  need  not  be  submitted  to  the 
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Jury  in  any  aspect  other  than  such  as  there  is  evidence  in  some 
reasonable  view  to  sustain.    Weisenhach  v.  State,  152 

12.  In  the  trial  of  a  person  accused  of  having  -committed  a  homicidal 

offense  of  a  character  Including  a  lesser  oftense,  the  court  should 
Instruct  the  jury  as  to  every  oftense  included  In  the  charge  es- 
tablished in  any  reasonable  view  by  the  evidence.  Ilnd, 

13.  In  the  circumstances  last  mentioned,  failure  to  charge  as  to  any 

pai'ticnlar  grade  of  offense,  no  proper  request  being  submitted 
therefor,  is  not  harmful  error.  Ibid. 

14.  In  such  circumstances,  an  instruction  requiring  conviction  of  the 

higher  degree  or  acquittal,  is  favorable  rather  than  harmful  to 
the  accused.  Ibid. 

15.  A  requested  instruction,  embodying  a  correct  rule  of  law  but  not 

applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  may  properly  be  refused. 

Ibid, 

16.  In  submitting  a  cause  to  a  Jury  Involving  a  charge  of  assault 

with  a  dangerous  weapon  with  felonious  Intent  to  take  human 
life  it  is  proper  to  instruct  the  Jury  that  a  man  is  presumed  to 
intend  the  natural,  probable,  and  usual  consequences  of  his  act, 
that  being  given  so  as  to  indicate  it  is  not  conclusive;  only  an 
evidentiary  circumstance,  to  be  considersd  in  connection  with 
the  legal  presumption  of  innocence  and  all  the  evidence  bearing 
on  the  issue.  Ibid, 

17.  The  fact  that,  in  the  given  case,  the  reasonably  to  be  expected 

result,  as  the  usual  and  probable  consequences  of  the  act 
charged,  did  not  occur,  does  not  preclude  giving  to  the  jury  the 
rule  as  to  the  inference  of  fact  arising  from  the  deliberate  act. 

Ibid, 

18.  Refusal  to  instruct  the  Jury  that,  under  the  information  charging 

rape,  defendants  not  guilty  of  that  offense  might  be  found  guilty 
of  assault  and  battery,  was  not  error  prejudicial  to  the  defend- 
ants.   Vogel  V.  State,  315 

19.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  requested  Instructions  which  are  ade- 

quately and  fairly  covered  In  the  general  charge  or  which  re- 
late te  mere  evidentiary  matters.  Ibid, 

Appeal  and  error:  Refusal  of  new  trial,  when  not  disturbed. 

20.  The  refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 

that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  support  a  conviction  will  not 
be  disturbed  by  this  court  where  the  record  contains  evidence 
from  which  the  guilt  of  the  accused  can  fairly  be  deduced. 
Vogel  V.  Stccte,  315 

Same:  Harmless  errors.    See  Juby. 

Cboss-Examinatiozt.    See  Witnesses,  4,  5. 

DAMAGES. 

See  Death.    New  Tbial.    Railboads,  11-18. 

In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  passenger  on  a  street  car  who  was 
alleged  to  have  suffered  concussion  of  the  spine,  nervous  shock, 
etc.,  it  being  found  by  the  Jury  that  plaintiff  was  not  perma- 
nently injured,  an  award  of  $3,000  damages  is  held  excessive. 
Gay  V.  Milwaukee  E.  R.  d  L.  Co,  848 
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DEATH. 

Death  caused  hy  negligence.    See  Eleotbicitt.    Pleadinq,  4, 
Same:  Damages:  Evidence. 

1.  In  fixing  a  widow's  damages  for  death  of  her  husband  the  Jury 

may  Include  the  value  of  her  support  and  protection  by  him  dur- 
ing the  time  he  would  probably  have  lived,  and  may  consider 
the  addition  that  his  earnings  would  probably  have  made  to 
his  property,  and  her  reasonable  expectation  of  pecuniary  ad- 
vantage by  ultimately  receiving  a  share  of  such  earnings  as  one 
of  his  heirs.    Ryan  v,  Oshkosh  G.  L,  Co.  466 

2.  An  award  of  $7,000  for  death  of  plaintiffs  husband,  forty-six 

years  old,  a  good  business  man,  thrifty  and  industrious,  who  had 
accumulated  an  estate  of  $7,000,  is  held  not  excessive.       Ihid. 

Z,  In  an  action  for  death  of  plalntifT's  husband  the  admission  of 
evidence  as  to  the  ofiiclal  position  which  he  had  held,  and  that 
at  one  time  he  had  attended  college  to  better  qualify  himself 
for  business,  was  not  error.  Ihid. 

4.  It  appearing  that  deceased  was  running  a  truck  farm,  raising 
berries  and  fruits,  and  that  it  was  a  profitable  business,  it  was 
not  error  to  permit  a  witness  to  state  what  would  be  "the  aver- 
age annual  earning  from  an  acre  of  strawberries,  fairly  culti- 
vated and  raised  in  that  vicinity."  The  objection  that  it  had 
not  been  shown  how  deceased  cultivated  his  berries,  the  variety 
he  raised,  or  the  character  of  his  soil,  etc.,  went  rather  to  the 
weight  of  such  testimony  than  to  its  competency.  Ihid. 

Same:  Evidence  as  to  hoto  long  person  had  been  dead  when  found. 
See  Appeal,  7.    Evidence,  13. 

Death  of  party:  Effect,  See  Abatehsitt  and  Rsviyai*  Judgicent, 
1.  6,  6. 

Debtor  and  Cbeditob.  See  Accottnt  Stated.  Banks  and  Bank- 
ing, 5-11.  Corporations,  5-8.  Evidence,  4-7.  Execution. 
Executors,  4.    Mortgages.    PRiNciPAii  and  Surety.    Setoff 

AND  GOUNTERCLAnt. 

Deceit.    See  Abatement  and  RevtvaIi,  1,  8.    FrauBi 
Dedication.    See  Highways,  9, 10. 

DEEDS 

Bee  Afpeai.,  9.  Ejectment,  2.  Execution,  2.  Mortgages,  2,  3. 
Pleading,  2.  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1-3.  Waters.  Wills, 
1,  2.    Witnesses,  2. 

Delivery  of  a  deed  by  the  grantor  to  the  scrivener  for  the  purpose 
of  having  him  put  it  upon  record  and  with  the  Intention  of 
presently  passing  title  to  the  grantee  was  a  good  delivery,  al- 
though the  scrivener,  at  the  grantee's  suggestion,  did  not  have 
the  deed  recorded  until  after  the  grantor's  death.  Bates  v. 
Winters,  673 

Definitions.    See  Words  and  Phrases. 

Delay.  See  Aratement  and  Revival,  2,  3.  Account  Stated. 
F'raud,  4.    Sales,  6« 
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Delivery.  ' 

Of  promissory  note:  Conditions.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 
Of  deed.    See  Appeal,  9.    Deeds.    Pleading,  2.    WilL8»  2.    Wit- 
nesses, 2. 
Of  goods  sold.    See  Sales,  1,  2. 

Demand:  When  necessary.    See  Corpohations,  IS,  16,    fhcBKaszLB- 
ment,  6. 

Demubreb:  Relating  back.    See  Dbains,  4.    Mandamus,  3 

Depositions.    See  Discovbst. 

Deposits:  Receiving  when  bank  is  Insolvent    See  Banks  and  Bank- 
ing. 

DISCOVERY. 

1.  If  a  party  is  entitled  to  the  examination  authorized  by  see.  4096, 

Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  to  enable  him  to  plead,  it  should  be  allowed 
without  reference  to  his  ulterior  motives,  his  good  faith  or  bad 
faith;  the  court  having  ample  power  to  protect  the  opposite 
party  against  unnecessary  or  improper  examination.  EUinger 
17.  Equitable  L,  A.  Soo,  390 

2.  The  affidavit  of  the  party  seeking  such  examination  Is  not  con- 

clusive upon  the  trial  court  as  to  the  matters  necessary  to  en- 
able him  to  plead;  and  such  court  may  In  its  discretion  limit  the 
subjects  to  which  the  examination  shall  extend  or  may  forbid 
the  examination  entirely,  and  its  decision  will  not  be  disturbed 
unless  there  was  an  abuse  of  discretion.  Ibid. 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  due  on  a  matured  seml-tontlhe 

life  insurance  policy,  including  the  surplus  or  profits  which 
should  equitably  be  apportioned  thereto,  plaintlft  sought  to  ex- 
amine defendant's  actuary,  under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),. 
in  order  to  enable  plaintiff  to  plead.  It  appearing  from  plaint- 
ift*s  affidavit  that  he  had  had  inspection  of  defendant's  books 
showing  the  whole  number  of  such  policies  Issued,  the  amount 
and  items  thereof,  the  total  premiums,  the  forfeitures  by  lapse, 
and  the  total  payments  of  expenses  and  benefits.  It  Is  held  that 
the  proposed  examination  Is  unnecessary,  since  plalntlft  has 
sufficient  information  to  enable  him  to  frame  his  complaint, 
claiming  a  specific  sum.  Ibid, 

4.  The  plaintiff  in  such  case  may,  If  he  so  elect,  plead  by  clalminr 

an  indeterminate  or  indefinite  sum  approximating  a  stated 
amount,  and  cast  the  burden  upon  the  defendant  to  account  for 
the  surplus  and  profits  promised  by  the  contract  of  Insurance. 

Ibid. 

5.  Under  sec.  4096,  Stats.  (Supp.  1906),  authorizing  examination  of 

an  adverse  party  to  enable  plaintift  to  frame  his  complaint 
upon  an  affidavit  stating  "the  general  nature  and  object  of  the 
action,"  etc.,  the  affidavit  Uieed  not  state  facts  oonstitatlng  a 
cause  of  action,  but  is  sufficient  if  the  facts  stated  show  that 
plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  recover.    Heckendom  v.  Romadka, 

4ie 

6.  An  affidavit  stating  that  plaintiff  subscribed  and  paid  cash  to  the 

defendant  corporation  for  certain  shares  of  its  stock;  that 
defendant  R.  was  an  officer  of  the  company  and  owned  a  (xm- 
trolling  interest  therein;  that  he  and  the  officers  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  company  managed  its  affairs,  and  as  such 
fraudulently  misrepresented   its   financial   condition  and  thft 
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value  and  productiveness  of  its  property,  and  thereby  induced 
plaintiff  to  subscribe  for  and  purchase  said  shares;  and  that 
R.  finally,  through  fraud,  secured  title  and  possession  of  all 
the  company's  property  and  assets, — is  held  to  show  that  plaint- 
iff has  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants  for  fraud  com- 
mitted by  them  jointly.  Ihid, 

7.  Plaintiff  has  in  such  a  case  the  right  to  pursue  «ny  one  of  several 

courses  to  remedy  the  wrong;  and  a  statement  in  his  affidavit 
under  sec.  4096,  State.  (8upp.  1906),  that  the  general  nature 
and  object  of  the  action  is  for  a  rescission  of  the  subscription 
contract  and  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid,  does  not  con- 
stitute an  election  of  remedy  so  as  to  limit  him  in  the  framing 
of  the  complaint  after  he  has  learned  the  details  of  the  trans- 
actions through  the  proposed  examination.  Ibid. 

8.  The  statement  in  plaintiff's  affidavit  that  the  defendant  R.,  aa 

stockholder  and  director,  and  through  his  sons,  who  were  also 
directors,  controlled  the  corporate  property  and  affairs  and  so 
manipulated  them  as  to  secure  possession  of  all  the  property 
and  assets  of  the  company.  Justifies  a  claim  that  he  as  well  as 
the  company  may  be  found  to  have  received  plaintiff's  property 
through  their  Joint  wrong  and  may  therefore  be  chargeable  aa 
a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff.  Ibid. 

DlSCBETIO^. 

Of  court.  See  Abatement  ai7d  Revival,  2,  3.  Appeal^  1.  Ck>ST8,  2. 

Discovery,  2,  3.    Guardians  ad  Litem,  2,  6.    Pleading. 
Of  legislature.    See  Railroads,  4,  7,  8.    States. 
Of  public  officer.    See  Mandamus,  4. 

District  Attorney.    See  Criminal  Law,  3,  7-10. 

Divorce.    See  Insurance,  7. 

imAINS. 

1.  The  drainage  laws  can  be  sustained  only  by  reason  of  the  public 

nature  of  the  enterprise  and  the  actual  benefits  accruing  to  the 
persons  taxed.    Remington  Drainage  District,  621 

2.  Sec.  10,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1906  (sec.  1379—20,  Stots.:  Supp.  1906), 

does  not,  in  view  of  other  provisions  of  the  chapter,  authorize 
a  new  assessment  of  benefits  by  supplemental  report  or  petition 
of  the  drainage  commissioners,  but  relates  merely  to  the  cor- 
rection of  insubstantial  errors  in  the  proceedings  not  going  to 
Jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter.  Ibid. 

[3.  Whether  the  first  assessment  of  benefits  in  drainage  proceedings 
is  final  and  conclusive  for  all  time,  except  as  qualified  by 
sec.  39,  ch.  419,  Laws  of  1905  (sec.  1379— 31r,  Stata:  Supp. 
1906),  and  whether  said  sec.  39  is  valid,  not  determined.]  Ibid. 
4.  A  demurrer  to  the  remonstrance  against  the  granting  of  a  peti- 
tion in  drainage  proceedings  relates  back  to  the  petition  and 
raises  the  question  of  its  sufficiency.  Ibid. 

6.  A  landowner  signed  the  original  petition  for  the  construction  of 
a  drain;  was  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  laying  out  thereof  and  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  to 
the  persons  benefited;  had  notice  in  fact  of  the  assessment  upon 
his  property  before  the  letting  of  the  contract  for  the  work; 
and  did  not  appeal  from  such  assessment  but  permitted  the 
c<Hitractor  to  do  the  work  in  reliance  upon  the  assessment  as 
unassailed.    His  lands  were  benefited  by  the  drain  to  an  amount 
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at  least  equal  to  the' assessment.  In  an  action  to  restrain  col- 
.  lection  of  that  or  any  other  assessment  against  his  lands  on 

account  of  such  drain  he  made  no  ofTer  to  pay  any  sum.  Held, 
'  that  the  action  should  be  dismissed  for  laches  and  want  of 

equity.    Cotzhauaen  v.  Dick,  127 

Dub  Pbocess  of  Law.    See  Corpohations,  2.    Railboads,  2,  7. 
Duplication  of  damages  for  taking  of  land.    See  Railboads,  15-17. 
Easeksnts.    See  Raiuioads,  18.   Watebs,  8. 

EJECTMENT. 

See  Appeal,  6. 

1.  Legal  title  or  estate,  or  immediate  legal  right  to  possession,  are 

essentia]  prerequisites  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  of  eject- 
ment.   Wtlhurn  V.  Land,  36 

2.  A  conveyance  by  a  married  man  of  his  homestead  without  the 

signature  of  his  wife,  even  if  it  might,  under  sec.  2203.  Stats. 
(1898),  be. effective  as  a  contract  to  convey,  did  not  vest  in  the 
grantee  either  legal  title  or  right  to  possession  such  as  would 
enable  him  to  maintain  ejectment  Ibid. 

Election. 

Between  remedies.  See  Discovebt,  7.  Fbaud,  4,  6.  Sales,  3,  4,  6,  7. 

To  take  different  or  lesser  estate  than  that  condemned.  See  Rail- 
roads, 11. 

As  to  particular  act  relied  upon.    See  Rape,  8. 

ELECTIONS. 

Primary  election  law:  Validity.  • 
Whether  the  primary  election  law  (sees.  11 — ^1  to  11 — 28,  Stats.) 
so  affects  the  discretion  of  members  of  the  legislature,  under 
the  federal  constitution,  respecting  the  election  of  United  States 
senators  as  to  be  invalid,  and  whether  it  infringes  the  right  of 
public  assembly  and  consultation  for  the  public  good,  guaranteed 
by  sec.  4,  art.  I,  of  the  state  constitution,  not  determined.  State 
ex  rel.  Rosenhein  v,  Frear,  173 

Same:  Investigation  as  to  workings  and  policy.    See  States,  2,  3. 

Town  elections:  Notices,    See  Towns,  2. 

ELECTRICITY. 

1.  In  an  action  for  death  of  one  who  was  killed  by  coming  in  con- 

tact  with  a  guy  wire  charged  with  electricity,  the  special  ver- 
dict is  held  fairly  to  cover  the  issuable  facts  without  further 
submission  of  more  specific  questions  as  to  defendant's  negli- 
gence. Rowley  v,  C,  M,  d  St,  P.  R,  Co.  135  Wis.  208,  distin- 
guished.   Ryan  v.  Oshkosh  O.  L,  Co,  466 

2.  A  finding  in  such  case  that  the  defect  had  existed  for  such  length 

of  time  that  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  ought 
to  have  known  and  remedied  it,  is  held  to  be  sustained  by  the 
evidence.  Ibid. 

8.  The  important  question  in  such  case  was,  not  when  the  contact 
took  place  whereby  the  current  passed  into  the  guy  wire,  but 
when  the  wires  became  displaced  so  as  to  permit  a  contact  to 
occur.  Ibid. 
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4.  Qwgre  whether,  upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  defendant  was  not 
guilty  of  negligence  as  matter  of  law  In  failing  to  use  some 
proper  appliance  which,  in  the  event  of  defect  or  contact  of 
wires,  would  prevent  the  passage  of  the  current  to  the  guy 
wire.  Ibid. 

EjLeemosynabt  Corpobations:  Discharge  of  inmate  of  Veterans' 
Home.    See  Cobtobations,  17, 18. 

EMBEZZLEMENT. 

1.  One  may  convert  money  of  another  to  his  own  use  by  putting 

it  into  the  treasury  and  mingling  it  with  the  funds  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  which  is  under  his  control  and  manage- 
ment and  of  which  he  is  a  stockholder  and  officer  in  charge; 
and  the  fact  that  the  benefit  which  he  receives  is  not  equal  to 
the  whole  amount  of  the  money  is  not  materiaL  Milbrath  v. 
State,  354 

2.  A  corporation  organized  by  defendant  and  to  which  he  turned 

over  his  loan  business  is  Tieltf  in  this  case  to  have  been  a  mere 
instrumentality  through  which  he  embezzled  and  converted  to 
his  own  use  moneys  paid  in  to  the  corporation  upon  a  loan 
which  he  had  made  for  a  client  ll>id, 

3.  On  the  trial  of  the  defendant  for  such  embezzlement,  evidence 

as  to  the  organization,  management,  control,  manner  of  doing 
business,  and  insolvency  of  the  corporation  was  admissible. 

ma, 

4.  It  was  not  error  in  such  case  to  charge  the  Jury  that  the  pay- 

ments of  interest  to  the  owner  after  the  principal  had  been 
paid  in  to  the  corporation  were  made  by  the  defendant;  nor  to 
charge,  as  to  the  defendant  and  the  secretary  of  the  corpora- 
tion who  received  the  money  when  it  was  paid  in,  that  they 
and  each  of  them  held  it  in  trust  for  the  owner.  /did. 

5.  Nor,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  evidence,  was  it  error  to  charge 

the  jury  that  it  was  not  disputed  that  the  owner  of  the  money 
in  question  lost  it  by  fraud;  but  this  portion  of  the  charge  is 
not  approved.  Ihid, 

6.  Under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  the  fact  that  the  money 

had  been  paid  in  to  the  corporation  not  being  known  to  the 
owner  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  corporation,  when  de- 
mand therefor  would  have  been  useless,  it  is  Immaterial  that 
no  demand  for  the  money  was  made  upon  the  defendant  before 
the  prosecution.  Itid, 

Eminent  Domain.    See  Raiijioai>s,  10-18. 

Emploter's  Liabilitt.  See  Masteb  and  Sebvant.  Railroads,  1-9,  24. 

Enoroachments.    See  Highways,  6. 

Equal  Protection  of  the  Laws.  See  CJonstitutional  Law,  5,  6. 
Corporations,  2.    Witnesses,  5. 

Equity.  See  Aratement  and  Revival,  2,  8.  Contracts,  9-14.  Cor- 
porations, 3-8.  Courts.  Discovery.  Drains,  5.  Estoppel. 
Judgment,  2,  3,  10-13.  Jury,  3.  Pleading,  2.  Principal  and 
Surety.    Setoff  and  Counterclaim.    Trusts  and  Trustees. 

Estates  in  land.    See  Railroads,  11.   Wills,  3. 

Estates  of  Decedents.    See  Executors.    Wills. 
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ESTOPPEU 

See  Drains,  6.     Highwats,  2.     Insurance,  5.     MortoageSp  2,  S. 

8ai.es,  6. 

1.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais,  where  It  is  applicable,  is  not 

subordinate  but  supreme,  staying  the  operation  of  other  rules. 
Marling  v.  FitzOerald,  93 

2.  Evidence,  introduced  as  supporting  a  defense  of  estoppel,  as  to 

a  statement  made  by  plaintiflt,  but  which  was  not  shown  to 
have  been  known  to  or  acted  upon  by  the  defendant  or  to  have 
influenced  him  in  any  way,  was  immaterial  and  it  was  not  error 
to  strike  it  out    Chase  v.  Woo4ruff,  641 

EVIDENCE. 
Competency,  examination,  and  credibility  of  witnesses.     See  Wrr- 

NE8SES. 

Vested  rights  as  to  rules  of  evidence,  etc     See  €k)N8TiTUTioiiAi. 
Law.  3,  4. 

Evidence  in  criminal  actions.    See  CniifrNAL  Law,  2-6. 
Examination  of  parties  before  trial.    See  Discoyebt. 
Judicial  notice, 

1.  Courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of  municipal  ordinances  not 

pleaded.    State  ex  rel.  Leiser  v.  Koch,  27 

Presumptions.    See  Corporations,  12,  14,  15.    Criminal  Law,  16,  17. 
HiGirwAYS,  9.    Mines,  6.    Sales,  1.    Street  Railways,  3. 

2.  "When  the  existence  of  a  person,  a  personal  relation,  or  state 

of  things  is  once  established  by  proof,  the  law  presumes  that 
the  person,  personal  relation,  or  state  of  things  continues  to 
exist  as  before,  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  or  until  a  different 
presumption  is  raised  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  in  ques- 
tion."   Ellis  V.  State,  513 

3.  No  presumption  is  raised  in  the  manner  aforesaid  which  is  ma- 

terially retroactive.  Ibid. 

4.  Proof  of  insolvency  at  a  particular  time  does  not  create  a  pre 

sumption  that  the  same  condition  existed  at  any  considerable 
time  anterior  thereto,  nor  is  it  evidentiary  of  such  condition 
at  a  time  very  remote  from  that  to  which  the  evidence  is  di- 
rected. Ihid. 

5.  Proof  that  a  person  was  insolvent  at  a  particular  time  by  means 

of  judgments  against  him  shown  at  such  time  to  be  uncollecti- 
ble, as  circumstantial  evidence  that  he  was  Insolvent  six  months 
or  more  prior  thereto,  especially  in  case  of  his  having  shortly 
after  the  earlier  date  transferred  his  property  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  payment  of  his  obligations,  is  not  relevant      Ibid. 

6.  Within  reasonable  limits  under  reasonable  circumstances  proof 

of  insolvency  of  a  person  at  a  particular  date  as  circumstan- 
tially bearing  on  like  insolvency  at  an  earlier  date,  is  relevant 

Ibid. 

7.  In  the  situation  suggested  in  the  last  foregoing,  if  the  prior  date 

under  all  the  circumstances  is  too  remate  to  permit  of  the  cir- 
cumstance of  insolvency  at  the  later  date  having  reasonably 
any  evidentiary  significance,  it  is  irrelevant  Ibid. 
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8.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary  It  will  be  presumed 

that  the  same  statutes  exist  In  another  state  as  in  this  state. 
Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhetc,  ^  661 

9.  Same  point.    Elmergreen  v.  Weimer,  112 
Relevancy,  materiality,  and  competency.    See  Appeal,  4,  8.    Death, 

3,  4.  evfbezzlemekt,  3.  estoppel,  2.  evidence,  4-7.  fraud,  5^ 
Railroads.  13,  14.    Witnesses,  6,  7. 

10.  Evidence  of  the  reputation  of  a  person  as  regards  financial  stand- 

ing is  relevant.    Ellis  v.  State,  513 

11.  Evidence  of  the  value  of  commercial  paper  based  wholly  on  ig- 

norance of  the  witness  as  to  whether  the  maker  possesses  any 
property  liable  to  execution,  is  not  relevant,  on  the  subject  of 
the  solvency  of  the  maker.  Ibid. 

Same:  Res  gestw.    See  Rape,  10. 

Admissions,    See  Trial,  4. 

Parol  evidence  affecting  writings 

12.  Generally,  verbal  negotiations  between  parties  who  finally  re- 

duce their  contract  to  writing  are  incompetent,  except  so  far 
as  they  are  declaratory  or  evidentiary  of  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  the  light  of  which  the  contract  is  made  and  in  the 
light  of  which  thereafter  it  may  be  construed.  Western  L.  <6 
C.  Co.  V,  Copper  River  L.  Co.  404- 

Opinion  evidence. 

13.  A  witness  shown  to  have  had  considerable  experience  as  assist- 

ant coroner  might  testify  as  to  how  long  a  person  had  been 
dead  when  he  saw  him,  the  objection  that  he  was  not  a  physi- 
cian or  qualified  as  an  expert  going  rather  to  the  weight  of  his 
testimony  than  to  his  competency  as  a  witness.  Palmer  v. 
Schultz,  455 

Weight  and  sufficiency.  See  Highways,  8.  Judgment,  11-13.  Mines,  5. 
Negligence,  3,  4.  Process.  Railroads,  21,  23.  Street  Rail- 
ways, 3. 

Examination. 
Of  party  before  trial.    See  DiscovbbT. 
Of  witnesses.    See  Witnesses,  3-5. 

Excessive  Damages.    See  Damages.    Death,  2.    New  Triai^ 

Executed  Contracts:  Validity.    See  Contracts,  2,  3. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Under  sees.  2969,  2971,  Stats.   (1898),  where  a  Judgment  of  the 

circuit  court  for  one  county  is  docketed  in  another  county  an 
execution  to  the  sheriff  of  the  latter  county  should  be  issued 
from  the  circuit  court  for  the  former  county.  Kissinger  v, 
Zieger,  368 

2.  Although  the  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale  of  land  pays  the 

amount  of  his  bid  on  the  day  of  sale,  yet  the  sale  is  not  con- 
summated until  the  certificate  thereof  is  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  purchaser;  and  issuance  of  the  sherifT's  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser within  fifteen  months  after  the  delivery  of  the  certificate 
of  sale  is  an  irregularity.  Ibid, 

3.  Gross  inadequacy  of  price  and  lack  of  actual  notice  or  knowledge 

of  the  sale,  together  with  some  irregularity  in  the  proceedings, 
are  sufRcient  to  warrant  the  court  in  setting  aside  a  sale  of  land 
on  execution.  Ibid, 
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'      EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

Settlement  of  estates:  Infant  parties:  Ouardians  ad  litem:  AUouh 
ances  for  expenses.  See  Guardians  ad  Liteil  Tbusts  ajsd 
Trustees. 

1.  In  judicial  proceedings  to  settle  an  estate,  infant  parties  must  be 

represented  by  guardians  ad  litem,  regardless  of  any  statute; 
moreover,  the  court  rules  require  it    Will  of  McNaughton,  179 

2.  A  proceeding  to  settle  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person  is  in  the 

nature  of  an  action  in  rem,  and  all  parties  interested  in  order 
to  be  bound  are  required  to  be  made  parties.  Ibid. 

8.  In  such  proceedings  adult  persons  are  interested  in  having  in- 
fant parties  properly  represented,  as  without  that  such  adults 
could  not  safely  possess  themselves  of  the  fund  whether  it  be- 
longed to  them  or  not,  hence  the  basis  for  depleting  the  fund  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  such  representatives  regardless  of  whether 
the  wards  have  any  interest  in  the  fund.  Ibid. 

Claims:  Time  limited  for  presentation, 

4.  A  judgment  for  deficiency  on  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  entered 
in  the  circuit  court  against  an  executor  as  such  and  ordering 
payment  out  of  the  estate  in  his  hands,  may  properly  be  allowed 
by  the  county  court  as  a  claim  against  the  estate,  although  not 
filed  as  such  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for 
the  filing  of  claims.    Pereles  v.  Leiser,  401 

Abatement  and  revival  of  actions.  See  Abatement  and  Revtvai.. 
Judgment,  6. 

Expert  Testimony.    See  Evidence,  13. 

False  Representations.    See  Fraud. 

Farm  Crossings.    See  Railroads,  11.  12. 

Fellow-Sebvants.  See  AiASTEB  and  Servant,  8-10.  Railboaos,  1-9. 
24. 

Findings  of  Fact.    See  Appeal,  8.    Certiorabl    Judgment,  7-9. 

Motions.    Trial,  10. 
Fires  negligently  started.    See  Negligence,  4,  6. 

Foreclosure  of  mortgages:  Judgment  for  deficiency:  Allowance  as 
claim  against  estate.    See  Executors,  4. 

Foreign  Corporations:  Contracts:  Validity,  etc.  See  Gorpoba- 
TIONS,  19-21. 

Fobteitubes.  See  Contbactb,  6,  8.  Inbubangb,  6.  Vbndob  and  Pub- 
chabbb,  4-6. 

FoRiacATZON.    See  Indictment,  8. 

FRAUD. 

See  Abatxmbnt  and  Revival,  1,  8.  Contbactb,  11-14.  Dibcovbbt, 
6-8.  Embezzlement,  5.  Insubancx,  4.  Judgment,  10-13. 
JuBT,  3.    Sales,  3-7. 

1.  An  action  for  deceit  cannot  be  maintained  by  one  who  acted 
blindly  upon  statements  whose  falsity  he  knew  or  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  observation  would  have  known;  but  it  is  not 
essential  that  the  person  claiming  to  have  been  misled  should 
have  met  every  positive  statement  with  incredulity  and  have 
made  search  to  ascertain  whether  it  waa  false.  Jacobsen  v. 
Whitely  434 
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2.  In  determining  whether  the  falsity  of  statements  was  obvious 
the  Intelligence  or  acuteness  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  extent  to 
which  he  relied  upon  defendant  by  reason  of  acquaintance  or 
confidence  are  matters  to  be  considered.  Ihid. 

8«  In  an  action  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  shares  of  stock  in  a  dry 
goods  company  doing  a  retail  business,  the  evidence — showing, 
among  other  things,  that  defendants  were  long-time  acquaint* 
ances  of  plaintiff,  that  he  had  no  adequate  opportunity  for  the 
examination  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  books  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  action  of  defendants  was  such  as  to 
divert  him  from  such  examination — Is  held  not  to  justify  a 
nonsuit  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  car^ 
and  observation,  plaintiff  should  have  known  the  falsity  of  de- 
fendants* statements  as  to  the  assets,  debts,  business,  and  earn- 
ings of  the  company.  Ihid, 

4.  One  who  has  been  induced  by  fraud  to  purchase  property  may 

elect  not  to  rescind  the  contract  but  to  retain  what  he  has  re- 
ceived and  recover  damages  for  the  deceit;  and  such  right  of 
recovery  is  defeated  by  no  lapse  of  time  less  than  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Ibid. 

5.  In  an  action  for  deceit  in  the  sale  of  stock  in  a  corporation,  a 

financial  statement  with  which  defendants  were  not  shown  to 
have  been  connected  was  not  admissible  to  corroborate  the^ 
charge  of  specific  fraud.  Ihid. 

6.  One  who  has  been  induced  by  the  fraud  of  several  persons  act- 

ing in  concert  to  purchase  and  pay  for  property,  to  his  injury 
and  their  benefit,  need  not  pursue  his  remedy  against  them 
separately  or  against  those  only  Into  whose  hands  he  can  trace 
the  money.  The  benefit  secured  by  any  one  of  such  wrongdoers 
is  deemed  a  benefit  to  all,  and  each  is  individually  liable  for 
the  whole  injury.    Heckendom  v.  Romadka,  AIS 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  fraudulent  representations 

thereby  plaintiff  was  Induced  to  purchase  mining  stock,  a  spe- 
cial verdict  finding  that  defendant  knowingly  made  the  false^ 
representations  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  plaintiff  to  buy  the 
stock,  that  the  plaintiff  relied  thereon  and  was  induced  thereby 
to  buy  and  pay  for  the  stock,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
a  certain  sum,  is  held  to  cover  the  issuable  facts  and  to  be 
sufRcien):  in  form.    Ford  v.  Freeman,  503 

8.  A  complaint  stating  all  the  other  facts  essential  to  a  cause  of 

action  for  fraud  and  then  alleging  that  plaintiff  has  been  dam- 
aged by  defendant  and  deceived  by  him  by  reason  of  the  fraud- 
ulent statements  in  a  certain  sum,  and  that  defendant  became 
Indebted  to  plaintiff  in  that  sum  and  that  said  sum  is  due  and 
owing,  and  that  judgment  therefor  is  demanded,  sufficiently  al- 
leges damage.  Jhid* 
FuTUBX  BsTATES  in  land.    See  Wiixs,  8. 

GUARDIANS  AD  LITEM. 
See  ExECUTOBs.  Trusts,  4,  5. 
1.  Certain  rules  as  to  compensating,  out  of  trust  funds,  judicial  as- 
sistants such  as  guardians  ad  litem  having  been  well  estab- 
lished prior  to  the  enactment  of  ch.  267,  Laws  of  1907,  it  is  pre- 
sumed the  legislature  Intended  the  measure  of  compensation  to 
be  the  one  established  by  judicial  policy.    Will  of  McNaughton, 

17» 
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2.  The  law  referred  to  leaves  the  court  broad  discretion  as  to 

whether  to  allow  compensation  or  not  and  the  amount  gauged 
by  the  judicial  rule.  Ibid, 

t.  The  provision  to  the  effect  that  the  allowance  must  be  fixed  by 
the  court  In  which  the  litigation  is  had  is  a  limitation  of  au- 
thority. IMd, 

4.  A  judgment  against  the  ward  for  costs  is  not  a  liability  of  the 

guardian  ad  litem.  Payment  thereof  by  him  is  not,  under  ordi- 
nary circumstances,  to  be  recognized  as  a  necessary  expenditure 
of  his.  IbM. 

5,  The  words  ''pajrment  can  be  directed  by  the  court"  limit  the 

right  of  direction  to  property  in  custodia  legis,  leaving  the  bal- 
ance, if  any,  allowed,  collectible  out  of  the  property  of  the  ward 
as  his  debt.  Ibid, 

4^  The  allowance  is  not  required  to  be  taxed  after  the  manner  of 
taxing  costs.  It  may  be  fixed  in  any  way  within  judicial  dis- 
cretion. Ibid. 

7.  In  a  proceeding  to  fix  the  allowance  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  he 
does  not  represent  the  ward.  Whether  in  such  cases  the  ward 
should  be  represented  or  left  wholly  to  be  protected  by  the  court 
without  assistance  not  decided.  Ibid. 

Health:  Sale  of  cigarette  paper.    See  Cioabettes. 

HIGHWAYS. 

Establishment,  etc.:  When  bridge  constitutes  part  of  highwaif:  Bt- 
toppeh 
1.  A  bridge  built  and  maintained  by  private  individuals,  though 
connected  with  a  highway,  is  held  not  to  be  a  part  thereof  so 
as  to  render  the  town  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  defects  in 
the  bridge.    Ourtiss  v.  Bovina,  660 

2.  To  estop  a  town,  in  such  a  case,  from  denying  that  the  bridge 
was  a  part  of  Its  highway,  there  must  be  evidence  clearly  tend- 
ing to  show  an  adoption  of  it  as  such  by  the  town.  Ibid. 

Obstructions  and  encroachments:  Evidence:  Highway  by  user, 

3.  Where  witnesses  on  one  side  testified  from  actual  measurement 

that  a  post  was  three  feet  distant  from  the  traveled  track  of  a 
highway,  while  witnesses  on  the  other  side  testified  somewhat 
indefinitely  and  from  mere  recollection  that  it  was  nearer,  the 
testimony  of  the  former  should  be  accepted  as  true.  Neale  v. 
State,  4S4 

4«  Where  a  highway  by  user  is  established,  the  wheel  tracks  and 
the  land  included  between  them  do  not  necessarily  designate 
the  limits  thereof,  since  at  times,  as  when  teams  pass  each 
other  or  the  track  is  muddy,  necessity  or  convenience  may  re- 
quire departure  from  the  main  traveled  track.  Ibid. 

5.  A  post  set  three  feet  from  the  traveled  track  of  a  highway  may 

constitute  an  obstruction  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1326,  Stats. 
(1898),  rather  than  a  mere  encroachment  within  the  meaning 
of  sec.  1330.  Ibid. 

6.  Such  a  post  may  constitute  an  obstruction  though  set  between 

two  large  stones  already  in  the  highway.  Ibid. 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  obstructing  by  posts  a  high- 

way claimed  to  have  been  established  by  user,  a  requested  in- 
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Btructlon  to  the  effect  that,  If  defendant  had  occupied  up  to  the 
line  of  said  posts  adversely  and  continuously  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years  immediately  preceding  the  action,  then  he  had 
a  right  to  place  the  posts  there,  is  held  inapplicable,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  evidence  that  after  the  public  had  acquired  an 
easement  by  prescription  or  otherwise  the  land  had  been  ad- 
versely occupied  by  defendant  for  twenty  years.  Ibid. 

8.  An  instruction  that  plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  "obstructed 

a  certain  highway"  at  a  point  specified,  "by  setting  some  posts 
within  said  highway,"  and  that  "defendant  admits  the  setting 
of  some  posts  at  the  place  mentioned,'*  could  not  have  been 
understood  by  the  jury  as  stating  that  defendant  admitted  that 
the  posts  were  set  in  the  highway,  especially  In  view  of  further 
instruction  that  the  jury  should  find  for  defendant  unless  sat- 
isfied that  the  posts  were  within  the  limits  of  the  highway  as 
It  existed  at  the  time,  etc.  IHd. 

9.  The  presumption  of  a  dedication  is  not  necessary  to  support  an 

easement  acquired  by  the  public  by  user;  but  it  was  a  harmless 
error  to  charge  that  a  highway  by  user  is  founded  upon  a  dedi- 
cation, which  is  evidenced  by  twenty  years  of  adverse  use  by 
the  public,  where  the  jury  found  the  existence  of  a  highway 
by  user  at  the  place  in  question.  Ibid. 

10.  Where  the  distance  between  the  fences  on  the  sides  of  a  highway 

established  by  user  only,  not  by  dedication,  was  in  places  more 
than  four  rods,  and  the  public  did  not  in  fact  use  the  entire* 
strip  between  the  fences,  it  was  prejudicial  error  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  maintenance  of  such  fences  for  twenty  years  was 
conclusive  proof  of  dedication  of  all  land  between  them.      Ibid. 

Injuries  from  defects:  Amendment  of  pleading:  Special  verdict:  In- 
structions to  jury:  Negligence. 

11.  In  an  action  against  two  towns  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been 

caused  by  a  defect  in  an  east  and  west  highu}ay,  the  stone  con- 
stituting the  defect  was  alleged  to  have  been  on  the  north  and 
south  town  line  between  the  towns.  On  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  such  stone  was  about  eighteen  Inches  west  of  the  town 
line,  wholly  within  one  town,  and  a  nonsuit  was  granted  as  to 
the  eastern  town.  It  appeared  also  that  the  stone  was  within 
the  limits  of  a  north  and  south  highway,  wholly  within  the 
western  town,  at  the  point  where  it  was  intersected  by  the  east 
and  west  road.  Held,  that  it  was  not  error  to  permit  the  com- 
plaint to  be  amended,  after  plaintiff  had  rested,  so  as  to  de- 
scribe the  defect  as  being  in  the  north  and  south  highway  at 
the  intersection  of  the  east  and  west  road,  and  to  admit  further 
evidence  as  to  the  location  and  condition  of  such  north  and 
south  highway.    Maxwell  v.  Wellington,  607 

12.  It  was  immaterial  in  such  case  whether  plaintiff  was  traveling 

along  or  acroBS  the  defective  highway.  Ibid. 

13.  A  question  in  the  special  verdict,  "Was  the  highway  at  the  place 

where  and  time  when  plaintiff  was  Injured  insufficient  for  pub- 
lic use?'*  Is  held  to  have  fairly  submitted  the  issues,  so  that 
it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  submit  the  question,  "Was  the  road 
running  north  and  south,  where  the  same  intersects  the  east 
and  west  road,  insufficient  for  public  travel?"  although  it  was 
claimed  that  the  defect  was  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the 
north  and  south  traveled  track.  Ibid. 
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14.  There  being  evidence  that  the  stone  constituting  the  alleged  de- 

fect was  near  the  east  line  of  the  north  and  south  road,  but  In 
such  close  proximity  to  the  traveled  track  at  the  point  of  in- 
tersection with  the  east  and  west  road  as  to  constitute  a  defect 
in  the  highway  at  such  intersection,  an  Instruction  stating  that 
"notwithstanding  a  road  may  contain  a  smooth  traveled  track 
of  sufficient  width,  still,  if  there  is  an  obstruction  or  declivity 
80  close  to  the  traveled  track  as  to  render  the  road  or  highway 
unsafe  for  those  traveling  thereon  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  the  highway  may  be  insufficient/'  is  held,  though  not  en- 
tirely clear,  not  to  have  been  harmful.  Ihid, 

15.  An  instruction  that  the  action  is  based  upon  negligence  of  the- 

town  authorities  in  failing  to  lay  out,  open,  and  keep  in  repair 
the  highway  so  as  to  render  it  reasonably  safe  for  travel,  and 
that  the  jury  were  to  determine  under  all  the  evidence  whether 
such  insufficient  condition  was  not  only  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  town,  but  also  whether  such  condition  was  the- 
proximate  cause  of  plaintiffs  injury,  is  TieJd  not  to  have  been 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  although  not  strictly  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law,  in  that  the  liability  of  the  town  does  not 
rest  upon  its  negligence  but  upon  the  statute  declaring  it  liable- 
if  the  damage  happens  by  reason  of  insufficiency  of  the  high- 
way. Marsuall,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
action  is  not  founded  upon  insufficiency  of  the  highway  as  orig- 
inally constructed  but  upon  failure  to  keep  it  in  repair,  it  wa^ 
strictly  correct,  under  the  decisions  of  this  court,  to  say  that 
the  action.was  based  on  negligence.  IJtid^ 

Same:  Notice  of  injury.    See  Limitation  of  Actions. 

HoMSSTEAB.    See  ESjectment,  2. 

Homicide:  Degrees.    See  Criminal  Law,  11-14. 

Husband  and  Wife.    See  Death.    Ejectment,  2.    Insui^lnce,  $-S. 

Impeachment  of  witnesses.    See  Witnesses,  6,  7. 

Inadvertence  of  counsel.    See  Pleading,  3,  4. 

Independent  Contractors.    See  Master  and  Servant,  1. 

INDICTMENT  AND  INFORMATION. 
See  Banks  and  Banking,  2. 

1.  Under  an  information  charging  a  party  as  principal  he  may  be* 

convicted  on  evidence  showing  that  he  was  present  and  aided 
and  abetted  the  principal  felon  in  the  commission  of  the  crime, 
where  the  punishment  for  the  actual  commission  of  the  ofPense 
and  that  for  aiding  and  abetting  In  its  commission  are  the  same. 
Vogel  V,  State,  315 

2.  Thus,  several  persons  may  be  convicted  under  an  Information 

charging  them  Jointly  with  having  conmiitted  rape,  and  it  is^ 
not  necessary  that  one  of  them  should  have  been  specifically 
charged  with  the  crime  and  the  others  charged  as  aiders  and 
abettors.  Ibid, 

3.  A  person  cannot  be  convicted  of  fornication  under  an  information 

charging  rape.  Ildd. 

iNVANTs:  Guardians  ad  litem.    See  Ezeoutobb,  1-S.    Guabdlahb  as>- 
Litem.    Trusts,  4,  6. 

Information.     See  Indictment  and  Information. 
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Injunction.    See  Cobporations,  8.    Coubts.    Dbains,  6.    Judoheut* 
10-13. 

In  Rem.    See  Executobs,  2. 

Insolvency.    See  Appeal,  4.    Banks  aitd  Banking.    Embezzlement* 
1,  3,  6.    Evidence,  4-7,  10,  11. 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  JURT. 

1.  A1thou8:h  a  requested  Instruction  was  not  technically  correct, 

yet  It  called  the  court's  attention  to  the  subject,  and  omission 
of  all  instruction  thereon  was  error.  Je^ery  v,  C.  d  M,  E.  R. 
Co,  -.  1 

2.  Where  offense  charged  Includes  lesser  ones,  court  should  instruct 

as  to  every  such  offense  established  In  any  reasonable  view 
by  the  evidence,  but  not  as  to  others.  Weisenhach  v,  Btate,    152 

3.  In  absence  of  request,  failure  to  charge  as  to  any  particular 

grade  of  offense  included  in  the  alleged  crime  is  not  harmful 
error.  Ihid, 

4.  Failure  to  give  fully  the  law  on  a  subject  is  not  necessarily  error. 

If  more  specific  instructions  are  desired  they  should  be  re- 
quested.   Maxwell  v.  Wellington,  607 

5.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  requested  instructions  adequately  and 

fairly  covered  in  the  general  charge  or  which  relate  to  mere 
evidentiary  matters.  Yogel  v.  State,  315;  Milhrath  v.  State, 
354;  and  Ryan  v.  Oshkosh  G.  L,  Co.  466 

6.  A  requested  instruction,  though  correct,  may  be  refused  If  in- 

applicable to  the  facts.    Weisenhach  v.  State,  162 

7.  A  requested  instruction  as  to  twenty  years*  adverse  occupancy 

up  to  a  line  of  posts  alleged  to  be  an  obstruction  of  a  highway, 
held  inapplicable.    Neale  v.  State,  484 

8.  Language  of  the  court,  after  giving  requested  instructions:  "Now, 

I  will  come  back  to  my  own  instructions,"  is  disapproved  but 
held  not  prejudicial  error.    Maxwell  v.  Wellington,  607 

9.  Instructions  as  to  the  proof  necessary  to  convict  defendants  of 

aiding  and  abetting  in  a  rape  with  which  they  were  jointly 
charged  are  held  not  misleading  or  prejudicially  erroneous. 
Vogel  V.  State,  315 

10.  On  a  trial  for  embezzlement  by  an  officer  of  a  corporation  it  was 

not  error  to  charge  that  certain  payments  of  interest  were 
made  by  defendant,  and  that  he  held  in  trust  for  the  owner 
certain  moneys  paid  in  to  the  corporation.    MilJ>rath  v.  State, 

354 

11.  In  such  case  it  was  not  error,  in  view  of  the  evidence,  to  charge 

that  the  owner  of  the  money  lost  it  by  fraud;  but  this  part  of 
the  charge  is  not  approved.  Ihid. 

12.  An  instruction  that  a  man  is  presumed  to  intend  the  natural, 

probable,  and  usual  consequences  of  his  act,  being  given  so  as 
to  indicate  that  such  presumption  is  not  conclusive,  was  proper, 
even  though  in  the  given  case  such  consequences  did  not  re- 
sult.   Wei8enl)ach  r.  State,  152 

13.  Where  offense  charged  includes  lesser  ones,  an  instruction  re- 

quiring conviction  of  the  «rreater  one  or  acquittal,  is  favorable 
to  accused.  Ihid, 

Vol,  138 -46 
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14.  So  held  as  to  refusal  of  Instruction  permitting  conviction  of  as- 

sault and  battery  under  information  charging  rape.  Vogel  v. 
State,  315 

15.  Omission  of  the  word  "ordlnarll3^'  In  defining  ordinary  care  Is 
.  .    held  in  this  case  not  to  have  been  misleading,  though  in  some 

.'   cases  it  may  be  so.    Palmer  v»  Bchultz,  455 

16.  Error  in  a  charge  as  to  adverse  possession  was  not  harmful  to 

defendant  in  ejectment  where  the  evidence  would  not  support 
a  verdict  for  him  on  that  defense.    Chase,  v.  Woodruff,         641 

17.  An  error  in  charging  that  dedication  was  basis  of  highway  by 
•r     user  was  harmless  where  jury  found  that  highway  by  user  ex- 
isted.   'Neale  v.  State,  484 

18.  An  instruction  that  defendant  admitted  setting  posts  at  the  place 

mentioned,  is  held,  in  view  of  other  instructions,  not  capable 
of  being  understood  as  stating  that  he  admitted  they  were  in 
the  highway.  Ibid. 

19.  An  instruction  as  to  obstructions  or  declivities  near  traveled 

track  rendering  highway  unsafe  is  held,  though  not  entirely 
clear,  not  to  have  been  harmful.    Maxwell  v.  Wellington,    607 

20.  An  instriiction  that  an  action  for  injuries  from  a  defective  high- 

way is  based  on  negligence  of  the  town  Is  held,  though  incor- 
"   rect,  not  to  have  been  harmful  error.  Ibid, 


INSURANCE. 
Life. 

Assignment  of  policy. 
1.  A  person  who  obtains  insurance  on  his  life  and  pays  the  pre- 
miums for  the  benefit  of  another  may  assign  or  dispose  of  the 
policy  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  its  terms,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  beneficiary  named  therein.  Meggett  v,  N,  W. 
Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co.  636 

&  A  daughter  applied  for  Insurance  on  the  life  of  her  father,  and 
was  named  as  beneficiary  in  the  policy,  which  further  provided 
that  in  case  of  her  death  before  the  death  of  her  father  the 
insurance  should  be  payable  to  his  heirs  at  law.  Either  she 
or  her  father  paid  the  premiums.  Held  that,  as  owners  and 
in  control  of  the  policy,  the  daughter  and  her  father  had  full 
power  to  assign  it.  Ihid. 

3.  The  daughter,  with  the  assent  of  the  father,  assigned  the  policy 
"and  all  .  .  .  sums  of  money  .  .  .  now  due  or  hereafter  to 
arise  or  to  be  had  or  made  by  virtue  thereof,  and  subject  to  all 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  provisions  of  said  policy."  Held, 
that  such  assignment  was  not  restricted  to  any  interest  less 
than  all  the  rights  and  Interest  inhering  in  the  contract,  and 
that  thereunder  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  the  policy  and  Its 
proceeds  became  absolute  and  the  Interest  of  all  persons  named 
therein  as  beneficiaries  ceased.  Ibid. 

Change  of  beneficiary.    See  Insubance,  6.    Jubt,  8. 

Findings  that  at  the  time  of  making  a  change  in  the  beneficiary 
of  his  life  Insurance  the  insured  was  mentally  competent,  and 
that  the  change  was  not  induced  by  fraud,  coercion,  or  undue 
influence,  are  held  not  to  be  contrary  to.  a  clear  preponderance 
oi  the  evidence.    Hintz  v.  Wald,  41 
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Default  in  payments:  Forfeiture:  Waiver  of  strict  performance, 

6.  Although  b7  its  terms  a  life  insurance  contract  lapsed  upon  de- 
fault in  payment  of  any  quarterly  premium  or  instalment,  yet 
the  conduct  of  the  insurance  company  during  a  period  of  more 
than  two  years  prior  to  the  death  of  the  insured,  in  collecting 
and  receiving  after  they  were  due  all  of  such  instalments  ex- 
cept one  (which  was  paid  on  the  last  day  of  grace)  without 
anything  in  the  course  of  dealing  to  suggest  that  the  contract 
had  been  terminated  and  that  there  had  been  a  reinstatement 
after  a  lapse  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  contract.  Is  held 
to  have  constituted  a  waiver  of  strict  performance,  notwith- 
standing the  company  in  its  correspondence  and  written  no- 
tices insisted  that  no  stipulation  had  been  waived  or  modified; 
and  the  company  is  estopped  from  insisting  on  a  forfeiture  and 
is  liable  on  the  contract,  although  an  instalment  due  three  days 
before  the  death  of  the  insured  was  not  tendered  until  after 
and  on  the  day  of  such  death  and  was  then  refused.  Seidel  v. 
Equitable  L.  A.  Soc.  66 

Apportionment  of  surplus  to  tontine  policy.    See  Discovery,  3,  4. 

Mutual  tenefit  societies:  Change  of  J>eneflciary, 

6.  Where  one  to  whom  a  benefit  certificate  had  been  issued,  in  which 

his  wife  was  named  as  beneficiary,  substantially  complied  with 
all  the  requirements  of  the  by-laws  and  rules  of  the  association 
for  proving  loss  of  the  certificate  and  for  changing  the  bene- 
ficiary, and  a  new  certificate  was  duly  issued  to  him  accord- 
ingly, the  fact  that  the  original  certificate  had  not  been  lost 
but  had  been  secreted  by  the  wife  did  not  affect  the  rights  of 
the  beneficiaries  named  in  the  new  certificate,  there  being  no 
question  that  the  change  of  beneficiary  was  desired  by  the 
insured.    Raschke  v.  Haderer,  129 

Same:  Who  may  he  beneficiary:  Marriage  and  divorce. 

7.  Within  a  year  after  his  divorce  a  resident  of  this  state  was  mar- 

ried in  Illinois  to  another  resident  of  Wisconsin.  The  laws  of 
Illinois,  like  those  of  Wisconsin,  prohibited  such  marriage.  The 
woman  knew  the  man  had  been  divorced  but  did  not  know  that 
their  marriage  was  prohibited.  She  continued  to  cohabit  with 
him  as  his  wife  in  Wisconsin  until  his  death  more  than  a  year 
after  his  divorce.  Held,  that  there  was  no  common-law  mar- 
riage, and  that  the  woman  could  not  share  as  beneficiary  in  the 
proceeds  of  a  mutual  benefit  certificate  issued  by  a  society  whose 
by-laws  did  not  authorize  her,  if  not  his  wife,  to  be  named  as 
such  beneficiary.    Bevera  v,  Beranak,  144 

^.  The  fact  that  the  insured  was  sick  for  several  months  prior  to 
his  death  and  was  being  attended  to  and  cared  for  by  his  sup- 
posed wife  during  such  illness  did  not  bring  her  within  a  by- 
law of  the  society  under  which  the  insured  might  designate,  as 
beneficiaries,  "persons  who  are  not  related  to  him  by  blood, 
but  who  are  dependent  on  him,  or  he  on  them,  for  their  main- 
tenance." Ibid. 

Intent.    See  Cbiminal  Law,  2,  6, 16, 17.    Statutes,  1,  2. 

INTEBEST.    See  AccooNT  Stated. 

Interstate  Comity.    See  Contracts,  1.    Telegraphs. 

Interstate  CoM>rERCE.  See  Cigarettes,  3.  CoRroRATiONS.  21. 
Railroads,  9. 
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Intoxication.    See  Judgment,  2.    Trial,  9. 

Investigations:    Power   of  legislature:    Incurring  expenses.     See 

States. 
Joint  and  several  liability.    See  Fbatjd,  6. 

JUDGES. 

Term  of  office:  Change  in  salary  during  term.    See  Officebs. 

1.  Art.  VII  of  the  constitution  creates  the  office  of  justice  of  the 

supreme  court,  fixes  the  term  of  office,  and  provides  for  filling 
the  same,  and  such  term  Is  a  unit,  including,  so  far  as  such 
article  is  concerned,  periods  within  the  full  term  of  Incumbency 
by  appointment  or  election  to  fill  a  vacancy.  State  ex  rel.  Bash- 
ford  V.  Frear,  536 

2.  Whether  "his  term  of  office"  In  sec.  26,  art.  IV,  of  the  constitution 

of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  Is  synonymous  with  his  Incumbency 
of  the  office  under  a  particular  election  or  appointment,  or  Is 
synonymous  with  the  full  term  of  the  office  created  by  art.  VII, 
is  not  so  free  from  doubt  as  not  to  be  open  to  solution  by  judi- 
cial construction.  Ihid. 

3.  The  language  may,  as  an  original  proposition,  be  regarded  as 

treating  with  the  term  of  office  created  by  art.  VII  or  any  par- 
ticular incumbency,  whether  of  a  full  term  or  part  of  a  term. 

Ihid. 

JUDGMENT. 

Void  or  voidahlef    Against  deceased  defendant, 

1.  Whether  a  judgment  rendered  in  form  against  a  defendant  who 

died  after  service  upon  him,  or  appearance,  and  before  the  trial, 

is  void  or  merely  voidable,  not  determined.     Moehlenpah   v. 

Mayhew,  561 

Not  a  UaHlity  of  guardian  ad  litem.    See  Guardians  ad  Litem,  3. 
For   deficiency   on   foreclosure  of   mortgage:  Allowance   as   claim 

against  estate.    See  Executors,  4. 
Determining  and  protecting  rights  of  all  parties.     See  Corpora- 

tions,  8. 

Vacating  judgments  entered  on  warrant  of  attorney:  Equity, 

2.  Where  a  note  was  merely  given  in  renewal  of  a  prior  note  which 

was  unimpeached  and  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration, 
the  fact  that  the  maker's  signature  to  the  renewal  was  pro- 
cured while  he  was  in  a  state  of  intoxication  brought  on  by 
the  payee's  agent  for  that  purpose  is  not  a  defense  available 
upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  on  the  note  entered  upon 
warrant  of  attorney.    Kissinger  v.  Zieger,  368 

3.  Courts  exercise  an  equitable  supervision  over  judgments  entered 

upon  warrants  of  attorney,  and  the  party  moving  to  set  aside 
such  judgment  must  show  that  he  hsis  been  subjected  to  some 
Injustice,  it  not  being  sufficient  for  him  to  aver  mere  technical 
errors  or  irregularities.  IWd. 

Conclusiveness  of  adjudication:  Persons  concluded. 

4.  Parties  who  were  codefendants  In  a  former  action  are  not  con- 

cluded, as  between  themselves,  by  the  judgment  therein  unless 
there  was  an  issue  framed  between  them  covering  the  point  In 
question  in  subsequent  litigation,  or  unless  the  plaintiff  in  the 
tormer  action  ma.de  a  claim  against  each  defendant  which  nega- 
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tlved  the  right  claimed  fn  the  subsequent  litigation  by  one  of 
them  against  the  other.    Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhew,  561 

5.  Where  no  issue  was  made  by  the  pleadings  between  two  defend- 
ants, it  may  be  shown  in  a  subsequent  litigation  between  them 
upon  a  different  cause  of  action  that  the  issue  in  question  was 
not  in  fact  adjudicated  in  the  former  action;  and  proof  of  the 
death  of  one  defendant  before  trial  or  verdict  might  show  that 
as  to  him  and  his  representatives  there  was  no  issue  tried  on 
notice  and  hearing,  and  hence  no  decision  binding  his  repre- 
sentatives and  his  codefendant  mutually  as  between  themselves. 

Ihid. 

%,  Where  one  of  several  defendants  died  and  such  part  of  the  cause 
of  action  as  was  averred  against  the  other  defendants  survived 
against  them,  and  the  cause  thereafter  proceeded  to  trial  and 
Judgment  against  such  other  defendants  without  bringing  in 
the  successor  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  deceased  party, 
such  judgment,  under  sees.  2804,  2805,  Stats.  (1898),  did  not 
affect  the  deceased  or  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action 
and  has  no  binding  force  upon  his  personal  representative  and 
heirs  In  subsequent  litigation  between  them  and  one  of  the 
surviving  defendants  in  the  former  action.  lUd, 

Same:  Matters  concluded.    See  Contracts,  13. 

7.  Findings  of  fact  not  material  to  the  issues  in  an  action  are  not 
binding  upon  the  parties  in  subsequent  litigation.  Ihid. 

S.  In  an  action  to  rescind,  on  the  ground  of  mental  incompetency, 
fraud,  and  undue  influence,  a  sale  of  a  remainder  subject  to  a 
life  estate,  a  finding  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  neither  party 
thereto  knew  of  the  prior  death  of  the  life  tenant  is  material 
and  relevant  to  the  Issues.  Ihid. 

S.  It  is  not  the  findings  of  the  court  which  conclude  the  parties  in 
subsequent  litigation,  but  the  judgment  entered  thereon.    ll>id. 
Same:  Law  of  the  case.    See  Appeal,  8,  9. 
Restraining  enforcement:  FroAid:  Perjury. 

10.  Equity  will  restrain  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  obtained 

solely  by  fraud  and  perjury  of  the  successful  party  if  the  de- 
feated party  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  or  laches.  Bor- 
ing V.  Ott,  260 

11.  The  enforcement  of  a  judgment  regularly  entered  after  a  trial 

in  a  court  of  law  should  not  be  restrained  in  equity  unless  the 
ground  for  interference  is  established  beyond  all  reasonable 
controversy  by  evidence   clear,  convincing,   and  satisfactory. 

•  Ibid. 

12.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  insufficient,  under  the  rule 

abore  stated,  to  establish  the  fraud  and  perjury  alleged.    Ibid. 

13.  Mabshall,  J.,  concurring  in  the  result,  Is  of  the  opinion  that 

in  such  a  case  the  facts  should  not  be  required  to  be  shown  by 
any  higher  degree  of  proof  than,  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  fraud, 
by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence;  that  the  proof  was  sufficient 
in  this  case;  but  that,  in  order  to  be  ground  for  relief,  the 
fraud  must  have  been  extrinsic  and  have  directly  induced  the 
judgment,  and  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained by  perjured  testinMmy  does  not  warrant  equitable  inter- 
ference. Ibid. 

Reversal  on  appeal.    See  Appbax,  5-7.   ' 

Judicial  Power.    See  Railroads,  5.    States,  7. 

Jurisdiction.    See  Courts. 
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JURY. 

special  venire,  when  to  "be  issued:  Absence  of  defendant. 

1.  Sec.  2533(2,  Stats.    (1898),  does  not  contemplate  that  a  special' 

venire  shall  be  Issued  until  the  regular  panel  of  jurors  Is  actu- 
ally exhausted;  but  the  issuance  of  such  a  venire  In  this  case 
two  days  before  the  trial  began,  In  anticipation  of  the  fact  that 
a  sufficient  number  of  qualified  jurors  could  not  be  obtained, 
from  the  regular  panel,  is  held  not  to  have  been  prejudicial  to 
the  defendants,  and  the  error  or  irregularity  should  be  disre- 
garded under  sees.  2829,  4659.    Vogel  v.  State,  315 

2.  The  absence'  of  the  defendant  when  a  special  venire  is  ordered 

does  not  invalidate  his  conviction.        ...  i&ul. 

Trial  by  court  or  jury, 

3.  Where  the  relief  asked  was  the  cancellation,  on  the  ground  of 

fraud,  of  an  instrument  changing  the  beneficiary  of  life  insur- 
ance, the  issue  was  properly  triable  by  the  court.  Hintz  v, 
Wald,  41 

Questions  for  jury:  Judicial  power.    See  RAiiiROADS,  6,  6. 

Laches.     See  Abatement  and  Revival,  2,  3.     Acoouitt  Stated^ 

Drains,  5. 
Land  Contracts.    See  Ejectitent,  2.    Vendob  and  Pubchabsb. 
Landlord  and  Tenant.    See  Mines  and  Minino. 
Law  op  the  Case.    See  Appeal,  8,  9. 

Lease  of  mining  lands:  Revocation,  etc.    See  Mines  and  Mining. 
Legislature:    Powers:    Investigations:    Incurring    expenses.     See^ 

States. 
Lex  Loci.    Sec  Contracts,  1.    Telegraphs. 
Licenses:  Revocation.    See  Mines  and  Mining. 
Life  Insurance.    See  Insurance.  . 

LIMITATION  OP  ACTIONS. 
See  Abatement  and  Revival,  2,  3.    Executors,  4. 

1.  Notice  of  a  personal  injury  resulting  from  defects  in  a  street*. 
served  upon  the  city,  reciting  that  the  damage  was  caused  by 
the  city  and  that  satisfaction  was  claimed  from  it,  was  not. 
sufficient,  under  subd.  5,  sec.  4222,  State.  (1898),  to  fix  liability 
upon  a  gas  company  which  was  primarily  liable  and  to  which 
the  city  tendered  the  defense  of  the  action.  Uhlenberg  v.  Mil- 
waukee G.  L,  Co.  "  143 

2  For  the  same  reason,  the  complaint  In  the  action  against  the  city 
could  not  serve  as  a  notice  to  the  gas  company;  and  the  tender 
of  defense,  besides  not  containing  the  essential  recitals,  did  not 
meet  the  requirement  of  the  statute  that  the  notice  should  be 
"signed  by  the  party  damaged,  his  agent  or  attorney."       Ibid, 

3.  The  fact  that  a  statute  provides  that  a  notice  shall  not  be  InsuflK- 
cient  or  invalid  solely  because  of  inaccuracy  or  failure  in  stat- 
ing certain  things  if  there  was  no  intention  to  mislead  and  no 
one  is  In  fact  misled  thereby,  indicates  that  in  other  respects- 
the  notice  must  substantially  comply  with  the  requiremente  or 
the  statute.  .  .    ,  ^^    Ibid,^ 

Logs  and  Timber.    See  Vendob  and  Purchaser. 

Lost  Instruments:  Benefit  certificate.    See  Insubance,  6. 
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MANDAMUS. 

1.  The  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  building  in- 

spector to  issue  a  permit  pursuant  to  city  ordinances  should 
show  the  existence  of  an  ordinance  imposing  such  duty  and 
that  the  duty  is  absolute  or  the  action  under  the  ordinance 
merely  ministerial.    State  ex  reh  Leiser  v,  Koch,  27 

2.  An  allegation  in  such  petition  that  it  is  the  duty  of  said  in- 

spector, under  the  ordinances  of  the  city,  to  issue  such  permit, 
does  not  sufficiently  plead  the  ordinances.  It  is  not  an  aver- 
ment of  factp  but  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  not  admitted  by  de- 
murrer. 7M(|. 

8.  A  demurrer  to  the  return  to  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamua 
relates  back  to  the  petition  and  raises  the  question  of  its  suffi- 
ciency. Ibid. 
4.  The  return  of  a  building  Inspector  to  an  alternative  writ  of  man- 
damus commanding  him  to  issue  a  permit  for  certain  repairs 
or  alterations  in  the  basement  of  a  building,  that  "the  super- 
structure is  so  dilapidated,  rotten,  and  in  bad  condition  thai 
It  will  be  unwise  and  unsafe  to  permit  the  repair  of  said  bulld- 
;  ing  in  such  niauner,"  Is  a  good  return  if  the  ordinances  govern- 
ing his  action  permit  of  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
spector in  refusing  permits.  /  IJ>id. 
Marriage  and  Divorce.    See  Insurance,  7« 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Who  is  the  employer:  Independent  contractors. 

1.  One  H.  was  employed  by  defendant  at  a  certain  compensation  per 

day  to  procure  the  necessary  workmen  and  attend  to  the  con- 
struction of  a  mill,  defendant  to  furnish  all  materials  and  to 
pay,  through  H.,  the  men  hired  by  the  latter.  Defendant  exer- 
cised a  control  over  the  undertaking  to  the  extent  of  directing 
its  progress,  course  of  procedure,  and  general  management 
Held,  that  H.  was  not  an  independent  contractor,  and  that  the 
workmen  were  employees  of  defendant  Rankel  v.  Buckstaff- 
Edwards  Co.  442 

Liability  for  injuries  to  servants:  Unsafe  appliances  or  places  for 
icork. 

2.  A  platform  four  feet  square  with  a  rope  at  each  corner  by  which 

it  was  to  be  tied  at  the  proper  height  to  projections  on  tele- 
phone poles  was  furnished  by  a  telephone  company  to  its  cable 
splicer  and  his  assistant,  to  be  kept  in  their  custody  and  used 
in  their  work.  After  it  had  been  in  use  by  them  for  several 
months  one  of  the  ropes  parted,  precipitating  them  to  the 
ground,  and  the  assistant  was  injured.  Held,  that  the  platform 
being  a  mere  appliance,  sufficient  when  furnished,  and  the  ex- 
tent of  the  wear  and  weakening  of  its  ropes  being  better  known 
to  the  employees  who  used  it  than  to  any  one  else,  the  em- 
ployer was  not  liable.    Isaacson  v.  Wis.  Tel.  Co.  63 

3.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  helper  in  a  brass  foundry,  alleged 

to  have  been  caused  by  a  defect  in  the  platform  on  which  he 
was  working,  the  evidence  is  held  to  establish,  contrary  to  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  that  the  platform  was  reasonably  safe  when 
he  went  to  work  on  the  morning  of  the  accident,  and  not  to 
show  any  negligence  or  failure  of  duty  on  the  part  of  thet 
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defendant  In  respect  to  keeping  It  safe.  Tezick  v.  Chicago 
Brass  Co,  342 

4.  If,  after  plaintiff  began  work  on  the  platform  on  the  morning  in 

question,  the  boards  thereof  were  burned  or  became  displaced 
so  as  to  render  the  place  dangerous,  the  defect  or  danger  being 
as  readily  discoverable  by  him  as  by  any  other  person  In  de- 
fendant's employ,  he  must  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of 
injury.  JWd. 

Bame:  Warning  or  instruction  to  servants:  Assumption  of  risks. 

5.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  an  employee  who,  while  operating  a 

boring  machine,  was  struck  by  a  rapidly  revolving  hand  crank 
which  he  had  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  crank  shaft  when 
he  applied  the  power,  direction  of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
is  held  to  have  been  proper,  it  being  established  beyond  dispute 
by  the  evidence  that  plaintiff  had  been  properly  instructed  and 
knew  that  the  shaft  revolved  when  the  power  was  applied  and 
that  the  danger  from  the  revolving  crank  was  obvious.  Ooetsch 
V,  International  U.  Co.  385 

6.  It  Is  the  duty  of  a  master  using  hazardous  agencies  In  the  con- 

duct of  his  business  to  warn  his  servants,  not  informed  on  the 
subject,  of  the  extraordinary  risks  attending  such  use.  Rankel 
17.  Buckstaff-Edwards  Co.  442 

7.  A  workman  who,  after  a  blaster  had  pronounced  the  place  safe 

for  continuing  the  work  of  digging,  was  Injured  by  striking 
with  his  pick  an  unexploded  charge  of  dynamite,  is  held  not 
to  have  been  informed  of  or  to  have  had  reason  to  apprehend 
the  particular  danger,  so  as  to  be  chargeable  with  assumption 
of  the  risk.  Ibid. 

Same:  Negligence  of  fellou^^ervants.    See  Railroads,  1-9,  24. 

8.  A  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  servant  caused  by  negli- 

gence of  a  fellow-servant,  if  he  used  reasonable  care  in  selecting 
the  fellow-servant  for  the  work  in  question,  acting  upon  such 
information  as  to  his  skill  and  competency  as  ordinarily  pru- 
dent men  act  upon  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 
Rankel  v.  Buckstaff-Edwards  Co.  442 

9.  The  evidence  in  this  case  Is  field  to  show  that  defendant  was  not 

negligent  in  the  selection  of  a  servant  to  break  up  with  dyna- 
mite the  frozen  ground  where  a  mill  was  to  be  built.  Ibid. 
10.  One  employed  for  the  special  work  of  breaking  up  with  dynamite 
the  frozen  ground  where  a  mill  was  to  be  erected  was  not  a 
fellow-servant  of  a  workman  engaged  in  excavating  the  earth 
who,  beyond  assisting  in  driving  the  holes  in  which  the  charges 
of  dynamite  were  placed,  took  no  part  In  the  separate  and  dis- 
tinct operation  of  blasting;  and  the  common  master  is  liable 
to  such  workman  for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  of  the 
blaster.    Wiskie  v.  Montello  Q.  Co.  Ill  Wis.  443,  distinguished. 

Ibid. 
Maxims. 
Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius,  252. 

Judicla  sunt  tanquam  juris  dicta,  et  pro  veritate  accipiuntur,  295. 
Res  ipsa  loquitur,  353. 
Res  judicata  pro  veritate  accipitur,  575. 
Stare  decisis,  246,  521. 
Medical  Examiners:  State  Board.    See  Physicians  and  Sitroeons. 
McKTAL  CoMPETENcr.  See  Insurance,  4.  Judgment,  8.  Pleading,  2. 
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MINES  AND  MINING 


1.  The  words  "crevice  or  range"  In  sec.  1647,  Stats.   (1898),  are 

equivalent  to  ''lode  or  vein,"  the  word  "range"  being  limited  by 
Its  associated  word,  "crevice,"  which  has  been  defined  to  mean 
a  mineral-bearing  vein.    8t  Anthony  M.  d  M.  Co.  v,  SMffrct, 

507 

2.  Under  sec.  1647,  Stats.  (1898),  a  miner  entering  upon  land  under 

a  mere  license  or  lease,  revocable  at  the  will  of  the  lessor  or 
licensor,  has  the  right.  If  he  strikes  a  prospect,  to  continue  his 
exploration  sufficiently  to  determine  whether  it  will  lead  to  a 
discovery  or  not;  and  if  he  discovers  a  crevice  or  vein  he  may 
follow  that  deposit  of  ore,  within  the  lines  of  the  land  upon 
which  he  was  licensed  to  work,  lengthwise,  sldewiee,  and  down- 
ward until  he  has  exhausted  the  crevice  or  vein;  and  the  land- 
owner cannot  in  the  meantime  revoke  the  license  or  lease  un- 
less the  miner  forfeits  his  right  as  provided  In  sees.  1647,  1649. 

Ihid, 

3.  The  word  "discovery"  in  such  statute  must  have  a  reasonably 

strict  construction.  Ibid. 

4.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  held  not  to  show  "the  discovery  of 

a  crevice  or  range,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1647,  Stats. 
(1898),  but  merely  the  development  and  uncovering  of  a  pocket 
or  deposit  of  zinc  ores  near  old  workings  and  being  part  of 
the  same  mineralized  band  or  zone  running  through  a  known 
mineral-bearing  lot.  Ibid. 

6.  If,  from  long-continued  possession  and  working  of  land  for  min- 
ing purposes  by  licensees  and  those  claiming  under  them,  it 
could  in  any  case  be  presumed  that  there  had  been  a  discovery 
»f  a  crevice  or  range  and  that  they  were  in  possession  pursuant 
hereto,  the  evidence  in  this  case  as  to  the  known  mineral- 
earing  character  of  the  land,  the  old  workings  theretofore  dis- 
continued, and  the  miners*  description  of  the  land  and  of  their 
operations  thereon,  negative  such  presumption.  Ibid. 

6.  Where  the  answer  in  ejectment  claimed  that  defendants  had  an 
irrevocable  mining  license  and  denied  plaintiff's  title  to  the 
ore  and  its  right  of  possession,  formal  defects,  if  any,  in  a  no- 
tice to  quit  given  to  the  defendants,  but  not  before  the  court 
on  appeal,  are  not  available  to  reverse  a  Judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  Ibid. 

Minors:  Guardians  ad  litem.    See  Executoiis,  1-3.    Guardians  ad 

Litem.    Trusts,  4,  5. 
Mistake.    See  Contracts,  9-14.    JnooMENT,  8.    Pleading,  8,  4. 
Mitigation  of  damages  for  taking  of  land.    See  Railroads,  11-14. 
Money  Had  and  Received.    See  Towns,  2. 

MORTGAGEa 

Con$ideration.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  6.  \ 

Assignment:  Recording. 

1.  The  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  note  and  mortgage  may  safely  hold 
possession  thereof  without  recording  his  assignment,  and,  noth- 
ing else  appearing,  he  will  be  protected  against  payments  by 
the  debtor  to  the  original  mortgagee  who  has  not  possession 
of  the  note  and  mortgage.    Marling  v,  Jones,  S2 
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2.  But  it  is  otherwise  as  against  one  who  purchases  the  mortgaged 

land  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  assignment,  and  who  receives  from  or  through 
the  vendor,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  and  as  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  a  conveyance  of  the  land  and  a  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage  by  the  apparent  owner  of  record.  Against  such  a 
purchaser  who  places  his  deed  and  satisfaction  of  mortgage 
on  record  before  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  is  recorded, 
the  assignee  is  estopped  to  assert  his  mortgage  lien.  Ibid, 

3.  The  mere  fact  that  the  deed  delivered  to  such  a  purchaser  sim- 

ultaneously with  the  satisfaction  of  mortgage  and  as  part  of 
the  transaction  excepted  the  mortgage  from  the  covenant 
against  incumbrances,  did  not  put.  him  in  the  position  of  a 
debtor  paying  the  mortgage  debt.  Ibid. 

Foreclosure:  Judgment  for  deficiency:  Allotoance  as  cUUm  againat 
estate.    See  Executoss,  4. 

MOTIONS. 

oee  New  Trial. 

When  a  question  of  fact  arises  upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion.  If 
a  party  does  not  request  a  reference  (under  subd.  3,  sec.  2864, 
Stats.  1898)  in  order  that  evidence  may  be  taken  and  witnesses 
examined,  he  waives  that  right,  and  the  court  may  decide  the 
question  upon  affidavits.    Kissinger  v.  Zieger^  368 

Municipal  Cobpobations. 
Ordinances:  Judicial  notice:   Pleading.     See  Evidence,  1«     Man- 
damus, 1,  2. 
Building  inspector:  Permit  for  repairs.    See  Mandamus. 
Streets:   Injuries  from  defects:  Notice.     See  Limitatiow  of  Ac- 
tions. 
Policemen's  pension  fund.    See  Policemen's  Pension  Fund. 
Mutual  Benefit  Societies.     See  Insubancb,  $-8. 
Mutuality  of  contract.    See  CJontracts,  2,  3. 

NEGLIGENCE 

See  Contracts,  10,  13,  14.  Electricity.  Fraud,  1-3.  Highways.  15. 
Master  and  Servant.  Railroads,  1-9,  21-24.  Street  Rail- 
ways.   Telegraphs.    Tkial,  7-9. 

Defining  '^ordinary  caref*  Instructions  to  jury. 

1.  A  charge  defining  ordinary  care  to  be  "such  care  as  a  man  of 

ordinary  care  and  prudence  would  have  used  under  circum- 
stances like  those  disclosed  in  the  testimony."  is  held,  if  inac- 
curate, not  to  have  been  misleading  in  this  case  merely  because 
it  did  not  say  "such  care  as  a  man  of  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence would  ordinarily  have  used"  and  did  not  say  "under  the 
same  or  similar  circumstances."  But  the  omission  of  the  word 
"ordinarily*'  from  the  definition  may  sometimes  be  misleading. 
Palmer  v,  Schultz,  455 

Contributory  negligence:  Evidence:  Nonsuit. 

2.  Unless  there  is  enough  in  the  testimony  to  enable  a  court  to  say, 

as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  granted  on  that  ground. 
Grimm  v.  Milwaukee  E,  R.  d  L.  Co.  44 
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8.  Contributory  negligence  is  a  defense  that  must  ordinarily  be 

shown  by  affinnative  evidence  or  by  logical  inference  from  such 

evidence,  and  is  not  established  by  a  mere  absence  of  proof. 

'  .     IHd. 

Fires  negligently  set:  Evidence:  Special  verdict. 

4.  In  an  action  for  damages  on  account  of  a  fire  alleged  to  have 

been  negligently  started  by  defendant  on  his  own  land  and 
negligently  allowed  to  escape  onto  plaintiff's  adjoining  land, 
the  evidence  is  held  to  sustain  a  verdict  finding  that  the  fire 
was  not  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    BrcUz  v.  Stark,    599 

5.  A  special  verdict  in  such  case  finding  that  the  fire  which  started 

on  defendant's  lands  and  burned  over  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  caused  by  negligence  of  the  defendant,  is  held  to  have 
covered  the  question  whether  that  fire  started  by  reason  of  any 
negligence  of  defendant  in  starting  or  guarding  certain  brush 
pile  fires  from  which  it  was  claimed  the  fire  in  question  origin 
nated;  and,  the  evidence  being  undisputed  and  conclusive  that 
after  that  fire  was  discovered  no  efforts  would  have  availed  to- 
prevent  its  spread  to  plaintiff's  land,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
.  submit  that  question  to  the  jury.  Jhid. 

Negotiable  Instruments.    See  Bills  and  Notes. 

NEW  TRIAL. 
See  Appeal,  1.    Contbacts,  13,  14.    CRunNAL  Law,  20.    Sales,  4. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial,  not  specifying  as  a  ground  therefor  that 
the  damages  are  excessive,  does  not  raise  that  question.  Duffy 
V.  Radke,  3* 

Nonresidents.    See  Setoff  and  Counterclaim,  2-5 

Nonsuit.    See  Negligence,  2. 

Notice. 

Of  want  of  consideration.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  3,  4. 

Of  sale  on  execution.    See  Execution,  3. 

Of  personal  injury.    See  Limitation  of  Actions. 

To  quit.     See  Mines  and  Mining,  6. 

Of  falsity  of  representations.    See  Sales,  5,  6. 

Of  election  to  rescind.    See  Sales,  6,  7. 
Obligation  of  Contract:  Impairing.    See  Constitutional  Law,  2,  8* 
Orstructions.    See  Higiiwayp,  3-10. 

OFFICERS. 

Term  of  office:  Change  in  salary  during  term:  Persona  filling  vc^ 
caficies. 

1«  Generally  speaking,  a  constitutional  prohibition  as  to  increase 
or  decrease  of  the  salary  incident  of  an  office  during  a  term 
thereof,  whether  in  the  form  of  a  prohibition  of  such  a  change 
during  the  term  for  which  an  officer  Is  elected  or  during  an 
officer's  term  of  office,  refers  to  the  full  term,  fixed  by  the 
fundamental  or  other  law.   State  ex  rel,  Bashford  v.  Frear,  536 

2.  In  the  situation  last  mentioned,  generally  speaking,  a  person 
appointed  to  a  vacancy  or  elected  thereto,  does  not  have  a  term 
of  office,  in  the  constitutional  sense,  but  takes  a  part  of  the 
unit,  to  wit,  of  the  full  term.    He  merely  steps  into  the  place 
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and  term  of  his  predecessor  and  becomes  subject  to  the  inci> 
dent  of  that  term,  the  salary.  Ibid. 

t.  The  language  "his  term  of  office"  in  the  constitutional  provision 
creating  legislative  disability  to  change  the  compensation  of 
public  officers  under  some  circumstances,  is  ambiguous.       Ihid. 

4.  Timlin,  J.,  concurring,  is  of  the  opinion  that  sec.  26,  art.  IV. 
Const.,  relates  to  the  officer,  not  to  the  office,  and  to  his  term, 
not  to  the  term;  and  that  the  true  interpretation  of  the  section 
Is  that  he  who  comes  into  an  office  lawfully  by  election  or  ap- 
pointment to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  death,  disability,  res- 
ignation, or  removal  of  a  different  prior  incumbent  is  not  under 
the  restrictions  as  to  increase  or  diminution  of  salary  which 
bound  the  prior  incumbent,  but  takes  under  the  law  in  force 
at  the  time  of  his  appointment  or  election  to  fill  the  vacancy. 

Ihid, 
Besignation:  When  vacates  office.    See  CJorporatioxs,  16. 

Liability  for  moneys  had  and  received:  Dereliction  of  duty.  See 
Towns,  2. 

Compelling  performance  of  duty:  Building  inspectors.  See  Man- 
damus. 

Secretary  of  state  and  state  treasurer:  Restraining  payment  of 
moneys.    See  Coukts. 

Attorney  general:  Refusal  to  bring  action.    See  Coubts. 

District  attorney.    See  Criminal  Law,  3,  7-10. 

Sheriffs,  etc.:  Return  of  service:  Proof  of  falsity.    See  Process. 

Town  officers:  Authority  to  bring  action.    See  Towns,  3. 

Officers  of  corporations.    See  Corpobations,  5-16.    Cbiminal  Law,  1. 

WiTiVES.SES,  1. 

Opinion  Evidence.    See  Evidence,  13. 
Opinions:  Inaccuracy.    See  Appeal,  10. 

Ordinances:  Judicial  notice;  Pleading.  See  Evidence,  L  Manda- 
mus, 1,  2. 

Parol  Evidence  affecting  writings.    See  Evidence,  12. 
Parties. 

Who  may  bring  action.    See  Corporations,  ^15.    Cottbts 

Necessary  defendants.    See  Corporations,  10. 

Infant  parties:  Guardians  ad  litem.  See  Execcttobs,  1-3.  Guard- 
ians AD  Litem. 

Death  of  party.    See  Abatement  and  Revival.    Judgment,  1,  5,  6. 

Payment.    See  Mortgages,  1,  3.    Principal  and  Surety. 

Pensions.    Soe  Policemen's  Pension  E^'nd. 

PRBroBMANCE  of  oontract.  See  Contracts,  8.  Insurancb,  5.  Vbndob 
AND  Purchaser,  4-6. 

Perjury  as  ground  for  restraining  enforcement  of  Judgment  See 
Judgment,  10-13. 

PERPETUITIES 

See  Wills,  3. 

Even  a  trust  is  void  as  creating  an  unlawful  perpetuity  if  the 
trust  term  exceeds  the  period  permitted  by  statute,  where  there 
is  no  power  of  sale  and  the  statute — like  sees.  2089,  2091,  Stats. 
(1898) — forbids  alienation  by  the  trustee  and  the  beneficiary 
during  the  continuance  of  the  trust    Will  of  Adelman,         120 
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PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 


1.  Ch.  422,  Laws  of  1905,  giving  to  the  circuit  courts  Jurisdiction 

to  annul  any  certificate  of  registration  procured  from  the  Wis- 
consin State  Board  of  Medical  Examiners  by  fraud  or  perjury 
or  issued  through  error  of  the  board,  does  not  contemplate  a 
trial  de  novo  of  the  questions  presented  to  the  board.  The  term 
"error"  is  used  therein  In  the  sense  in  which' it  is  ordinarily 
understood  as  applied  to  trials  in  courts  before  Juries, — ^that  Is, 
aside  from  Jurisdictional  errors  such  as  would  render  the  de- 
cision void,  it  is  confined  to  such  absence  of  evidence  In  sup- 
port of  the  board's  decision  that  in  no  reasonable  view  thereof 
could  its  decision  be  Justified,  or  prejudicial  refusals  to  admit 
or  exclude  evidence,  or  other  prejudicial  misapprehensions  of 
law.    Btate  v.  Schmidt,  53 

2.  The  term  "physician,"  as  used  in  ch.  87,  Laws  of  1899,  providing 

for  registration  of  reputable  resident  physicians  who  were  on 
July  1,  1897,  in  the  actual  practice  of  medicine  In  this  state,. 
Includes  any  person,  of  whatever  school  or  of  no  known  school, 
engaged  in  good  faith  in  treating  human  ills  by  any  remedy 
or  remedies,  however  simple,  so  as  to  be  known  among  the 
people  as  a  physician, — especially  in  view  of  ch.  264,  Laws  of 
1897  (referred  to  in  the  act  of  1899),  wherein  the  term  is  ex- 
pressly defined  as  Including  every  person  "who  shall,  for  a  fee, 
prescribe  drugs  or  other  medical  or  surgical  treatment  for  the 
cure  or  relief  of  any  wound,  fracture,  bodily  injury.  Infirmity 
or  disease."  Ibid. 

3.  The  term  "reputable,"  as  used  in  said  ch.  87,  Laws  of  1899,  meana 

reputable  in  the  common  lexical  sense,  and  does  not  necessarily 
Imply  graduation  from  a  reputable  medical  college  or  member- 
ship In  an  incorporated  medical  society.  Ibid. 

4.  In  this  case  a  certificate  of  registration  issued,  under  ch.  87, 

Laws  of  1899,  upon  competent  proof,  to  one  who  stated  in  his 
application  that  he  belonged  to  the  "physio-medical  and  hydro- 
pathic" school,  is  held  not  to  have  been  issued  through  error 
of  the  Board  of  Medical  Examiners*  Ibid. 

PLEADING. 

Complaint,  petition,  etc.:  Construction  and  sufficiency.     See   Con- 

TBACTS,  11-13.  COBPORATIONB,  11-15.  DiSCOVEBT,  4,  7.  EVI- 
DENCE, 1.    Pkaiid.  8.    Mandamus,  1-3.    Pleading,  2. 

Same:  Supplemental  complaint.    See  Contracts,  14. 

1.  Under  some  circumstances  a  court  will,  of  its  own  motion,  direct 

a  supplemental  complaint  to  be  filed  if  the  Justice  of  the  case 
requires  it    Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhew,  561 

Answer,  return  to  writ,  etc.  See  Corporations,  19,  20.  Manda- 
mus, 4.    Mines,  6.    Pleading,  3,  4. 

Counterclaim.    See  Setoff  and  Counterclaim. 

Demurrer:  Relation  back  to  prior  pleading.  See  Drains,  4.  Man- 
damus, 3. 

"Pleading  municipal  ordinances.    See  Evidence,  1.    Mandamus,  1,  2. 

Amendment  of  pleading. 

2.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  trust  deed  on  the  ground  of  mental 

incompetency  of  the  grantor,  there  was  no  error  in  allowing 


718  INDEX.  [138 


the  complaint  to  be  amended  at  the  trial  so  as  to  allege  that 
the  deed  was  never  delivered.    Dexter  v.  Witte,  74 

Z.  In  the  allowance  of  amendments  to  pleadings,  especially  to  an- 
swers, a  liberal  policy  should  be  pursued  in  furtherance  of  jus- 
tice; and  ordinarily,  where  material  matter  is  omitted  from 
an  answer  by  mistake  or  inadvertence,  an  amendment  should 
be  allowed.    Palmer  v.  Bchultz,  455 

4.  In  an  action  for  death  of  one  alleged  to  have  been  killed  by  fall- 
ing, in  the  nighttime,  into  an  opening  where  the  sidewalk  on 
a  viaduct  had  been  torn  up  by  defendant,  the  allegations  as 
to  the  time  and  manner  In  which  decedent  met  his  death  were 
not  denied  In  the  answer.  Held,  not  an  abuse  of  discretion,  at 
the  trial  more  than  three  years  later,  to  refuse  leave  to  amend 
the  answer  so  as  to  put  those  matters  in  issue.  It  appearing  that 
by  reason  of  the  delay,  for  which  plaintiff  was  not  responsible, 
it  had  become  Impossible  for  her  to  procure  any  witness  to 
prove  the  facts  so  alleged  and  admitted.  Jlnd. 

Variance,    See  Contracts,  11,  13. 

Examination  to  enable  party  to  plead.    See  Discovebt. 

Pleading  in  criminal  actions.    See  Iztdictment  akd  Infobmatzos; 

Pledges.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  5.    Cobpobations,  8-8. 

Police  Poweb.    See  Dbatns,  1.    Railboads,  1-9. 

POLICEMEN'S  PENSION  FUND, 

•  See  Cebtiobabi,  1. 

Within  the  meaning  of  sec.  8,  ch.  397,  Laws  of  1903— providing  for 
retirement  of  a  policeman  who  should  be  injured  while  in  active 
service  and  thereby  disabled, — and  of  sec.  9 — providing  for  a 
pension  for  the  family  of  one  who  should  "die  as  the  result  of 
an  injury  received  while  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  as  described 
In  the  preceding  section," — the  contracting  of  a  disease  (in  this 
case,  pneumonia)  is.  being  "injured"  and  Is  the  receiving  of  an 
"injury."  So  heldy  notwithstanding  the  law  of  1903  In  effect 
amended,  so  that  it  should  read  as  above,  an  earlier  law  (ch.  265, 
Laws  of  1899)  which  provided  In  sec.  9  thereof  for  a  pension 
when  death  resulted  from  "an  injury  received  while  in  the  line 
of  his  duty  or  any  disease  contracted  by  reason  of  his  occupa- 
tion."   State  ex  rel.  McManus  v.  Trustees.  133 

Possession.  ^ 
Of  land.    See  Ejectment. 
Of  note  and  mortgage.    See  Mobtgaqes,  1,  2,^ 

Pbecatobt  provisions.    See  Wills,  4. 

Pbescbiption.    See  Highways,  7,  9, 10. 

Pbesumptions.  See  Appeal,  4.  Cobpobations,  12,  14,  15.  Evi- 
dence, 2-9.  HiOHWATs,  9.  Mines,  5.  Sales,  1.  Stbest  Rail- 
WATS,  8.    Tblal,  10. 

Pbikabt  Election  Law.    See  Eleotions. 

Pbincipal  and  Agent.  See  Bills  a2TB  Notes,  4.  Cigabettes.  Cob- 
pobations, 19-21. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

See  Corporations,  21.     \ 

1.  Whenever  a  creditor  has  a  right  and  opportunity  to  apply  prop- 

erty of  the  principal  debtor  to  the  satisfaction  or  security  of 
the  debt,  he  owes  to  the  surety  a  duty  to  do  so,  and  release  or 
walyer  of  that  right  to  the  prejudice  of  the  surety  and  without 
his  consent  will  discharge  the  latter,  at  least  pro  tanto.  Pauly 
Jail  B.  d  M.  Co,  V.  Collins,  494 

2.  A  contractor,  having  the  right  under  his  agreement  with  a  sub- 

contractor to  discharge  the  debts  of  the  latter  for  material  or 
labor  out  of  each  instalment  when  it  became  due  to  the  sub- 
contractor, or  to  withhold  payment  until  receipts  were  pro- 
duced, released  that  security  and  paid  the  subcontractor  with- 
out requiring  payment  for  the  materials  or  labor  which  had 
been  furnished  to  him.  Held,  that  a  surety  upon  the  subcon- 
tractor's bond  was  thereby  discharged  from  liability  to  the  prin- 
cipal contractor  for  sums  thereafter  paid  by  him  in  discharge 
of  claims  for  such  material  and  labor.  Ibid. 

Printed  Case  on  appeal.    See  Costs,  3. 

PROCESS. 

There  is  no  fixed  rule  as  to  the  quantum  of  proof  required  to  es- 
tablish falsity  of  an  officer's  return.  Evidence  reasonably,  clearly 
satisfying  the  trier  or  triers  that  the  return  is  false  is  suffi- 
cient   Raulf  V,  Chicago  Fire  Brick  Co,  126 

Promissory  Notes.    See  Bills  and  Notes. 

Public  Health.    See  Cigarettes. 

Public  Poucy.    See  Contracts,  1.    Railroads,  4*.    Telegraphs. 

RAILROADS. 

Regulation:  Liability  for  injuries  to  employees:  Validity  and  con- 
struction of  statute. 

1.  The  business  of  operating  a  railroad  differs  from  others  in  its 
nature,  in  its  relation  to  the  public,  and  in  Its  peculiar  dangers 
to  employees  and  to  the  public,  so  as  to  justify  special  regula- 
tion, and  to  that  end  the  separation  of  railroad  companies  into 
a  class  for  purposes  of  legislation  having  for  its  object  the  pro- 
tection of  their  employees  and  the  safety  of  the  public.  Kiley 
V.  C.  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  215 

t,  Ch.  254,  Laws  of  1907,— amending  sec.  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  and 
imposing  upon  every  railroad  company  liability  for  all  injuries 
\  sustained  by  any  employee  thereof  (except  employees  working 
in  shops  and  offices)  while  engaged  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as 
such,  caused  in  whole  or  in  greater  part  by  negligence  of  any 
other  employee  of  such  company, — is  designed  to  enforce  greater 
care  on  the  part  of  the  companies  in  the  selection  of  employees 
and  thereby  to  secure  not  only  protection  for  the  employees  but 
the  safety  of  the  public,  and  is  not  invalid  under  the  constitu- 
tional guaranties  as  to  due  process  of  law  and  equal  protection 
of  the  laws.  Ihid. 

:3.  It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  such  legislation  that  its  opera- 
tion should  be  confined  to  employees  actually  engaged  in  oper- 
ating trains  or  Incurring  risks  peculiar  to  the  railroad  busJ' 
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nesB, — the  special  regulation  having  reference  to  railroad  com- 
panies as  a  class*  and  not  necessarily  to  any  particular  class 
of  employees.  Ibid. 

4.  Office  and  shop  employees  of  railroad  companies  are  sufficiently 
distinct  In  their  employment  and  relation  to  the  conduct  of  the 
husiness  to  justify  the  legislature,  within  the  field  of  its  dis- 
cretion and  with  regard  to  public  policy,  in  exempting  them 
from  the  operation  of  the  law.  Ibid. 

6.  Subd.  5  of  said  sec.  1816,  Stats.,  as  amended  by  ch.  254,  Laws  of 
1907  (providing  that  "in  all  cases  under  this  act  the  question 
of  negligence  and  contributory  negligence  shall  be  for  the 
Jury*'),  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  law  as  it  existed,  namely, 
that  when  the  court  has  found  that  there  is  legal  evidence 
tending  to  show  negligence  or  contributory  negligence  it  is  for 
the  jury  to  determine  from  the  evidence  adduced  whether  neg- 
ligence or  contributory  negligence  in  fact  existed.  It  does  not, 
therefore,  deprive  the  courts  of  any  judicial  power  vested  in 
them  by  the  constitution  (art.  VII,  sec.  2).  Ibid. 

6.  Even  if  said  subd.  5  were  construed  as  conferring  judicial  power 

upon  juries  its  Invalidity  would  not  render  the  other  portions 
of  the  act  invalid,  it  being  a  separate  and  distinct  provision, 
not  the  compensation  for  or  inducement  to  the  enactment  of 
such  other  portions.  Ibid. 

7.  Subd.  3,  4,  of  said  sec.  1816  (providing,  In  effect,  that  contribu- 

tory negligence  of  the  injured  employee  shall  be  no  bar  to  a 
recovery  if  the  negligence  of  the  company  or  other  employee 
contributed  in  a  greater  degree  to  the  injury)  are  within  the 
legislative  power  of  police  regulation,  and  cannot  be  held  so 
arbitrary  and  unreasonable  as  to  be  invalid  under  the  consti- 
tutional guaranties  of  equal  protection  and  due  process  of  law. 

Ibid. 

8.  Subd.  6  of  said  sec.  1816  (providing  that  no  contract,  rule,  or  reg- 

ulation shall  exempt  a  railroad  company  from  the  full  liability 
Imposed  by  the  act)  is  a  proper  provision,  within  the  discre- 
tion of  the  legislature,  to  secure  to  employees  the  benefits  of 
the  rights  created,  and  does  not  unduly  Infringe  the  company's 
right  to  liberty  of  contract.  Ibid. 

9.  Subd.  8  of  said  sec.  1816  (which  seeks  to  extend  the  rights  and 

liabilities  created  by  the  act  to  cases  where  the  injuries  were 
received  in  another  state  if  the  contract  of  employment  was 
made  in  this  state)  deals  with  a  subject  independent  of  and 
severable  from  the  other  parts  of  the  act,  and  If  Invalid  does 
not  render  the  whole  law  invalid.  [Whether  said  subd.  8  is  in- 
valid or  not  is  not  determined.]  Ibid. 

Condemnation  of  land, 

10.  Where  land  has  been  condemned  for  the  use  of  a  railroad  and 

the  right  to  the  exclusive  use  thereof  has  vested  In  the  rail- 
road company  under  the  award,  it  cannot  be  surrendered  in 
whole  or  in  part,  upon  an  appeal  from  the  award,  without  the 
consent  of  the  landowner.    Jeffery  v.  C.  d  M.  E.  R,  Co.  1 

11.  Nor  can  the  defendant  railroad  company,  upon  such  appeal,  elect 

to  take  a  lesser  estate  or  different  interest  than  that  condemned 
or,  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating  damages  or  in  lieu  of  damages 
or  value,  tender  back  rights,  easements,  uses,  or  conveniences 
other  than  the  "suitable  and  convenient  farm  crossing^"  pro- 
vided for  in  sec.  1810,  Stats.  (1898).  Ibid, 
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12.  Such  crossings  as  the  railroad  company  may  so  tender  and  be 

allowed  to  construct  and  maintain  in  mitigation  of  damages 
must  be  constructed  and  maintained  upon  the  lands  taken,  or 
upon  such  lands  and  other  lands  of  the  company,  without  in- 
terference with  other  land  or  property  of  the  plaintiff.       Ibid. 

13.  The  fact  that  other  lands  In  the  immediate  vicinity  could  be  pur- 

chased from  a  third  person  at  a  reasonable  price,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  might  shift  his  business,  cannot  be  shown  in  such  a 
case  to  reduce  the  damages  to  which  plaintiff  Is  entitled.       IMd, 

14.  An  offer  to  show  that  the  defendant  company  held  an  option  for 

the  purchase,  at  a  certain  price,  of  adjoining  land  upon  which 
plaintiff  might  extend  his  business,  and  that  defendant  was 
ready  to  assign  this  option  to  plaintiff,  could  have  no  relevancy 
except  as  tending  to  prove  the  value  of  land  in  that  vicinity; 
and  without  sworn  testimony  as  to  the  truth  of  the  statements 
in  the  option  it  was  not  competent  evidence  of  such  value.  Ibid. 

15.  On  appeal  from  the  award  In  proceedings  to  condemn  land  for 

a  railroad  the  questions  submitted  to  the  Jury  were:  (1)  What 
was  the  fair  market  value  at  the  date  of  the  award  of  the  strip 
of  land  condemned,  "considering  said  strip  as  a  part  of  plaint- 
iff's entire  tract  and  premises  as  used  in  his  businefis?"  and 
(2)  In  what  amount  was  the  fair  market  value  of  the  remainder 
of  plaintiff's  premises  depreciated  at  said  date  by  the  taking  of 
the  strip  condemned?  Held,  that  in  answering  the  first  ques- 
tion the  jury  necessarily  Included  some  portion  at  least  of  the 
damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  premises,  and  thus  there  was 
inevitably  a  duplication  of  the  damages  in  that  resiJect  Mab- 
8HALL,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  questions  submitted  to  the 
jury  were  strictly  proper,  especially  in  connection  with  the 
'  charge  of  the  court,  carefully  warning  the  jury  against  duplica- 
tion of  damages;  but  is  of  the  opinion,  nevertheless,  that  the 
damages  found  are  so  excessive  as  to  show  that  the  Jury  did  not 
heed  such  warning  or  disregard  the  evidence.  Ibid. 

16.  The  admission  of  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  taken  "con- 

sidered as  an  integral  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  property," 
and  "as  a  part  of  the  entire  plant  and  manufacturing  site  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff,  including  the  machinery  and  fixtures, 
considering  the  plant  as  an  entirety,"  was  erroneous  because, 
in  connection  with  the  questions  so  submitted  to  the  Jury,  it 
necessarily  led  to  duplication  of  damages.  Ibid. 

17.  The  finding  of  the  Jury  as  to  the  value  of  the  strip  taken,  viewed 

in  the  light  of  the  evidence.  Is  held  to  show  that  they  included 
therein  a  portion  of  the  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  prem- 
ises and  that  there  was  thus  a  duplication  of  damages.        Ibid. 

18.  The  fact  that  a  strip  across  plaintiff's  land,  partly  included  in 

the  strip  condemned,  was  subject  to  an  easement  entitling  cer- 
tain other  persons  to  use  it  In  common  with  plaintiff  for  the 
passage  of  cars,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  upon 
the  question  of  damages;  and  although  the  requested  instruc- 
tion was  not  technically  correct,  yet,  the  court's  attention  hav- 
ing been  called  to  It,  it  was  error  to  omit  all  instruction  on  the 
subject.  Ibid. 

Contract  for  advertising:  Payment  in  transportation. 

39.  A  contract  by  which  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  agreed  to  pub- 
lish, during  the  year  1906,  the  advertising  matter  furnished  by  a 
railway  company,  "to  be  charged  at  regular  rates  to  the  amount 

Vol.  138-46 
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of  |400/'  "in  full  consideration  of  which  the  company  agreed 
"to  issue  in  payment  |400  worth  of  transportation,"  Is  con- 
stmed— in  view  of  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905,— as  entitling  the  pub- 
lisher to  charge  the  full  value  of  advertising  in  excess  of  what 
was  paid  for  in  transportation,  although  late  In  the  year,  stating 
that  much  more  advertising  had  been  given  than  the  contract 
called  for,  the  publisher  asked  the  company  as  a  favor  for  |50 
worth  of  additional  transportation  and  a  supplemental  contract 
was  made  accordingly.    Hicks  P.  Co.  v.  Wis.  Cent  R.  Co.      584 

20.  Whether  advertising  could  be  received  in  payment  for  transpor- 

tation under  ch.  362,  Laws  of  1905,  not  determined.     .  .     Ibid. 
Carriers:  Injury  to  passenger  riding  in  freight  car, 

21.  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  passenger  riding  in  a  freight  car 

with  his  live  stock  it  is  held  that  although  there  was  no  express 
contract,  no  actual  necessity,  and  no  custom  shown  entitling 
plaintift  to  ride  in  the  car  with  the  stock,  yet  the  Jury  might 
well  infer  from  the  evidence  that  the  contract  was  in  harmony 
with  the  conduct  of  the  parties  thereunder,  and  might  find 
that  plaintiff  was  justified  in  supposing  that  he  was  rightly  In 
the  car  and  hence  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in 
being  there.    Leasum  v.  G.  B.  d  W.  R.  Co.  693 

Injury  to  traveler  at  highway  crossing:  Contributory  negligence. 

22.  Where  from  the  time  when  a  traveler  on  the  highway  could  first, 

by  looking  and  listening,  have  known  that  a  train  was  approach- 
ing a  crossing  in  front  of  him  (sixty-eight  feet  distant,  in  this 
case)  his  horses  were  so  frightened  by  the  train  that  they  were 
beyond  his  control  and  he  was  unable  to  stop  them  or  prevent 
their  continuing  in  their  course  and  colliding  with  the  train,  he 
was  excused  from  performance  of  the  usual  duty  to  look. and 
listen  and  to  stop  if  necessary  before  attempting  to  cross  the 
track.    Sarles  v.  C,  M.  d  St,  P.  R.  Co.  498 

23.  To  establish  that  the  team  was  beyond  the  driver's  control  In 

such  a  case  it  is  enough  to  show  that  he  was  unable,  by  the  use 
of  all  reasonable  efforts,  to  control  and  prevent  them,  under  the 
Impulse  of  their  fright  induced  by  the  noise  and  speed  of  the 
train,  from  proceeding  onto  the  track.  Ibid. 

Injury  to  employee:  Negligence  of  felloio-serwint:  "Rish  or  hazard 
peculiar  to  operation  of  railroads." 

24.  While  a  section  gang,  including  plaintiff,  was  engaged  in  unload- 

ing, from  a  handcar  standing  on  a  main  track,  old  rails  which 
they  had  removed  from  the  roadbed  some  distance  away  and 
had  transported  on  the  car  to  the  place  of  unlcading,  plaintiff 
was  injured  by  a  rail  which  was  suddenly  dropped  or  thrown 
to  the  ground  by  his  fellow-servants.  Held,  that  the  injury  was 
one  arising  "from  a  risk  or  hazard  peculiar  to  the  operation  of 
railroads,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1816,  Stats.  (1898),  as 
amended  by  ch.  448,  Laws  of  1903,  making  a  railroad  company 
liable  for  such  injuries  even  though  caused  by  negligence  of 
fellow-servants.    Meo  v.  C.  d  N.  W,  R.  Co.  340 

RAPE. 

See  CniMiNAX  Law,  18.    Indictment  and  Information,  3. 

1.  Where  the  defense  against  a  charge  of  rape  Is  that  there  was 
fornication  only,  the  courts  hold  to  a  strict  rule  of  proof  as  to 
the  essentials  of  the  greater  offense.    Vogel  v.  State,  315 
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2.  A  conviction  for  rape  may  be  had  upon  the  uncorroborated  testi- 

mony of  the  female  assaulted.  Ibid. 

3.  The  evidence  in  this  case  Is  held  to  warrant  the  conviction  of 

rape.  Ibid. 

4.  On  the  trial  of  several  persons  jointly  charged  with  rape  the  Jury 

were  instructed  that  to  hold  any  two  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants guilty  of  that  offense  the  evidence  must  establish  that 
"some  one  of  them"  performed  an  act  of  intercourse  under  such 
circumstances  that  it  constituted  rape  and  that  such  others  as 
are  held  guilty  "assisted  him  by  the  exercise  of  force,  or  threats, 
or  othertoife.  In  committing  such  particular  act,  or  procuxed 
him  to  commit  such  act."  Held,  that  the  use  of  the  word  "other- 
wise" was  not  improper,  since  a  defendant  might  be  guilty  of 
aiding  and  abetting  without  using  force  or  making  a  threat. 

Ibid, 

6.  Nor  did  the  use  of  the  word  ••procured"  render  the  instruction 
erroneous,  it  being  evidently  used  and  understood  as  synony- 
mous with  "aided"  or  "abetted,"  and  there  being  no  testimony 
to  which  this  part  of  the  instruction  could  apply  if  it  were  in- 
tended to  cover  absentees  who  counseled  the  commission  of  the 
offense.  Ibid, 

6.  Three  series  of  acts  of  Intercourse  at  two  different  places  during 

a  period  of  two  hours — there  being  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  not  all  of  the  defendants  were  present  when  any  one  act 
of  intercourse  took  place — are  held  not  to  constitute  a  single 
offense  but  several  distinct  offenses.  Ibid, 

7.  By  the  instruction  above  quoted  (in  paragraph  4)  the  jury  were 

clearly  told  that  they  must  acquit  unless  they  were  all  agreed 
upon  some  particular  act  constituting  the  offense  and  also 
agreed  as  to  the  particular  defendant  who  actually  performed 
that  act  and  as  to  those  who  assisted  him  therein.  Ibid. 

5.  The  right  of  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  have  the  state  elect 

upon  what  particular  act  it  relied  to  secure  a  conviction  was 
waived  by  failure  to  request  that  such  election  be  made  and 
by  a  request  for  instruction  showing  that  they  consented  to  the 
submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury  in  the  way  it  was  submitted. 

Ibid. 

9.  A  charge  to  the  jury  that.  In  order  to  render  a  person  guilty  as 
an  aider  and  abettor,  "he  must  himself  in  some  way  aid  or  assist 
the  other  in  overpowering  the  female,  or  in  effecting  a  particu- 
lar act  of  intercourse  under  circumstances  such  as  to  make  such 
act  rape,"  was  not — especially  in  view  of  the  evidence  In  the 
case — misleading  or  prejudicial  as  falling  to  inform  the  jury 
that  the  person  aiding  or  abetting  must  be  present  at  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense.  Ibid. 

10.  Statements  made  by  the  prosecutrix,  a  short  time  after  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense,  to  those  who  had  rescued  her  from  de- 
fendants and  were  taking  her  to  a  neighboring  house,  in  reply 
to  their  questions  as  to  what  defendants  had  done  to  her  and 
why  she  did  not  yell,  are  held  to  have  been  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gestw.  Ibid. 

XL  One  who  was  present  and  aided  and  abetted  another  to  commit 
rape  may  himself  be  convicted  of  rape  although  he  did  not 
have  carnal  knowledge  of  the  woman.  Ibid, 

12»  Same  point.    Biate  v.  Brooks^  560 
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Real  Pbopebtt.  See  Appeal,  6.  Contbacts,  10.  Deeds.  Drains. 
Ejectmei^t.  Execution.  Highways,  4,  7-10.  Mines.  Mobt- 
gages.  Negligence,  4,  5.  Perpetuities.  Pleading,  2.  Rail- 
boaus,  10-18.  Towns,  1,  2.  Vbndob  and  Purchases.  Waters. 
Wills. 

Reasonable  Tdce.    See  Vendor  and  Pubchassb,  6. 

Recobdino  Acts.    See  Mortgages. 

Redirect  Examination.     See  Witnesses,  8. 

Reference.    See  Motions. 

Registbation  of  physicians.    See  Physicians  and  Suboxon8« 

Reheabing.    See  Appeal,  10. 

Release  of  surety.    See  Pbinoipax.  ano  Surety. 

Remainders:  Sale  of.    See  Ck)NTBACTS,  10.    Judgment,  8. 

Remedies;  Vested  rights.    See  Ck)N8TiTUTioNAi.  Law,  2-4. 

Rents  and  Profits.    See  Wills,  3. 

Reputation.    See  Evidence,  10.    Witnesses,  6. 

Rescission  of  contract.  See  Contbacts,  9-14.  Discoveby,  7.  Judq- 
MFJ7T,  8.    Sales,  3-7. 

Res  Gest^.    See  Rape,  10. 

Res  Ipsa  Loquitub.    See  Street  Railways,  8. 

Resisting  Abbeht.    See  Cbiminal  Law,  6,  6. 

Res  Judicata.    See  Judgment,  4-9. 

Retubn. 
Of  service:  Proof  of  falsity.    See  Pboobss. 
To  writ    See  Mandamus,  4. 

Revival  of  action.    See  Abatement  and  Rxvivai.,  2,  3. 

Roads  and  Streets.    See  Highways.    Limitationb  of  Actions. 

Rules  of  Coubt. 

Supreme  Court  Rule  6  (Printed  case)  491,  493,  654,  669. 
"   44  (Costs  for  printing  case)  493,  669. 

Circuit  Court  Rule  IX  (Guardians  ad  litem)  194. 

Salabies  of  public  officers:  Change  during  term  of  office.  See  Judges. 
Officebs. 

SALES. 

Validity  of  contract.    See  Contbacts,  3. 

When  constitute  interstate  commerce.    See  Cobforationb,  21. 

Construction  of  contract:  Delivery:  Passing  of  title. 

1.  In  case  of  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of 

chattels  f.  o.  b.  cars  at  a  particular  point,  if  nothing  appears 
to  the  contrary  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  presumed  to  be 
that  the  title  shall  pass  upon  such  delivery.  State  ex  reh  Pitts- 
J>urg1i  C.  Co.  V.  Patterson,  476 

2.  Under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  coal  to  a  railway  company,  pro- 

viding that  it  should  be  delivered  from  the  docks  free  on  board 
cars  on  the  vendee's  tracks  and  be  paid  for  according  to  weights 
there  determined,  and  that  at  all  times  until  so  delivered  it 
should  be  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor  subject  to  ordinary  handling, 
it  is  held  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
title  should  pass  when  the  coal  was  delivered  on  the  cars  as 
stated;  and  the  words  "deliver"  and  "delivery"  in  certain  pro- 
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visions  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  accumulation  of  the  requi- 
site stock  of  coal  upon  the  docks  before  the  close  of  navigation 
are  held  to  have  been  used  only  in  the  sense  of  delivery  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  the  vejidor  competent  to  make  the  final 
delivery  contemplated  by  the  contract  IMd. 

Sales  induced  J>y  fraud,  etc.:  Affirmance  or  rescission  l>y  purchaser. 
See  Contracts,  9,  10.    Fraud. 

3.  Where  the  purchaser  of  corporate  stock,  after  discovery  of  a 

fraud  whereby  he  was  induced  to  make  the  contract  of  purchase, 
elects  to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  contract  instead  of  to  re- 
scind It,  he  Is  liable,  notwithstanding  the  fraud,  for  the  agreed 
purchase  price.    Rosenberg  v,  McKinney,  381 

4.  Defendant's  aflirmance,  after  full  knowledge  of  till  the  facts,  of 

his  contract  to  purchase  certain  corporate  stock  is  held  in  this 
case  to  be  so  conclusively  established  by  his  own  evidence  that 
on  reversal  of  a  judgment  entered  upon  a  verdict  in  his  favor 
the  supreme  court  does  not  order  a  new  trial,  but  directs  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  IMd, 

5.  Purchasers  of  a  horse,  defending  on  the  ground  of  fraud  an  ac- 

tion on  a  note  given  for  the  price,  are  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge, at  the  time  of  purchase,  of  such  facts  only  as  were  ob- 
vious to  them  In  view  of  their  capability  to  observe  and  the 
opportunities  accorded  them.    Swanke  v,  Herdeman,  654 

6.  Upon  the  evidence  in  such  an  action  It  is  held  that  the  questions 

whether  the  purchasers  of  a  stallion  represented  as  sound  and 
as  having  been  newly  imported  had  such  notice  of  physical  de- 
fects or  such  opportunity  for  observation  that  they  were  charge- 
able with  knowledge  thereof,  and  whether,  after  discovery  of 
the  unsoundness,  there  had  been  an  election  to  retain  the  stal- 
lion or  such  unreasonable  delay  in  notifying  the  vendor  of  an 
election  to  rescind  the  sale  as  would  estop  the  purchasers  from 
their  right  to  rescind,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

^lUd. 

7.  Technical  insufflclencies  in  a  tender  of  rescission  and  return  by 

purchasers  may  be  waived  by  a  categorical  and  absolute  refusal 
of  the  vendor  to  entertain  the  proposal  at  all.  IMd. 

Mutual  mistake  of  fact:  Sale  of  remainder.  See  Contbaotb,  9-14. 
Judgment,  8. 

Sale  prohibited  by  law:  Cigarette  paper.    See  Cioabbites. 
Sales  on  execution.    See  Executions,  2,  3. 

Sales  of  Land.  See  Account  Stated.  Contraotb,  10.  Eject- 
ment, 2.  Execution.  Mortgages,  2,  8.  Towns,  1,  2«  V^ndob 
AND  Purchaser.   Waters.  ,, 

Satisfaction  of  mortgage.    See  Mobtgaqes,  2,  8. 
Secretary  of  State. 

Restraining  Illegal  disbursement    See  Goubts. 

State  auditor.    See  States,  6. 
Secubity  fob  Costs.    See  Costs,  2. 
Sebvios  of  process:  Return:  Proof  of  falsity.    See  Pbgcess. 

SETOFF  AND  COUNTERCLAIM. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  will  permit  an  equitable  setoff  when  justice  re- 
quires it,  even  In  a  case  not  coming  within  the  statute  of  set- 
offs.   Piotrowaki  v.  Cgerioinski^  <^  396 


726  INDEX.  [138 


2.  In  an  action  upon  promissory  notes,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
not  a  hona  fide  holder,  it  appeared  that  the  payee,  who  was  the 
real  party  in  interest,  was  a  nonresident,  was  Insolvent,  and 
was  indebted  to  the  several  defendants,  residents  of  this  state, 
in  sums  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  notes  sued  on,  and  that 
if  they  could  not  set  off  such  debts  due  from  him  they  must  lose 
them  altogether.  Held,  that  the  court  properly  allowed  such 
debts,  to  be  set  off  as  equitable  counterclaims  in  the  action.  Il)id. 
[3.  Whether,  the  indebtedness  of  defendants  on  the  notes  being  Joint, 
and  the  indebtedness  of  the  payee  being  to  them  severally,  the 
latter  would  constitute  legal  counterclaims,  is  not  determined.] 

Ibid. 

4.  Any  one  of  the  defendants  in  such  case  might  set  off  his  entire 
claim  against  that  of  the  plaintiff  in  order  to  reduce  the  amount 
he  might  be  called  upon  to  pay  upon  an  execution.  Ibid. 

6.  The  offsetting  of  such  claims  would  bar  defendants  from  there- 
after maintaining  an  action  against  the  payee  of  the  notes  in 
suit  upon  the  claim  so  offset.  Ibid. 

Several  offenses  or  one.    See  Rape,  6. 

Sheriffs  attd  Constables:  Return  of  service:  Proof  of  falsity.  See 
Process. 

Special  Verdict.    See  Trial»  6-10.* 

STATES. 

Powers  of  legislature:  Inveatigationa,  etc.:  Incurring  expenses. 

:  1.  The  legislature  has  a  broad  discretionary  power  to  investigate 
any  subject  as  to  which  it  desires  information  in  aid  of  the 
proper  performance  of  its  legislative  function  or  of  any  other 
act  delegated  to  it  by  the  fundamental  law,  state  or  national; 
and  to  that  end  may  proceed  by  a  duly  authorised  committee 
(^  one  or  both  houses,  and  may  incur  reasonably  necessary  ex- 
penses, payable  out  of  the  public  funds.  State  ex  rel.  Rosen- 
hein  v.  Freer,  173 

2.  The  workings  of  the  primary  election  law  for  the  selection  of 
party  candidates  for  the  office  of  United  States  senator,  includ- 
ing the  conduct,  lepltiraate  or  Illegitimate,  of  persons  voted  for 
or  voting  at  such  election,  as  bearing  on  the  policy  of  retaining 
or  amending  the  law  or  the  advisory  force  of  its  result  in  the 
given  case,  is  a  proper  subject  for  legislative  inquiry,  whether 
the  law  is  valid  or  not.  Ibid. 

8.  A  legislative  inquiry  broad  enough  to  embrace  the  policy  of  pri- 
mal y  election  laws  in  general  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  mere 
attempt  to  administer  a  void  law,  even  though  the  particular 
statute  whose  workings  are  to  be  investigated  may  be  void.  Ibid. 

4.  A  resolution  providing  for  a  legislative  investigation  in  aid  of 

ordinary  legislative  business  does  not  create  a  "debt"  within  the 
meaning  of  sec.  8,  art.  VIII,  Const,  relating  to  the  passage  of 
any  law  creating  a  state  debt.  Ibid. 

5.  A  statute  providing  that  the  expense  accounts  of  a  legislative 

investigation  shall  be  audited  by  the  secretary  of  state  upon 
the  certificate  of  the  chairman  of  the  investigating  committee 
stating  the  facta,  does  not  confer  any  auditing  authority  upon 
such  chairman  or  violate  sec.  2,  art.  VI,  Const.,  making  the  sec- 
retary of  state  the  state  auditor.  ibid. 
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6.  A  legislative  investigation  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  securing 

information  for  legislative  guidance  is  within  the  domain  of 
public  purpose  and  general  interest,  as  distingutshed  from  pri- 
vate purpose  and  from  a  mere  political  party  purpose  and  in- 
terest, even  though  it  may  have  political  aspects  and  he  domi- 
nated by  members  of  one  political  party.  Itid. 

7.  A  legislative  Investigating  committee  charged  with  the  duty  of 

gathering  and  reporting  information  for  legislative  guidance 
is  not  a  judicial  tribunal  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  2,  art.  VII, 
Const.  Ibid. 

Same:  Regulation  of  railroads:  LiabiUty  to  employees.    See  Rail- 
roads, 1-9. 
Statute  op  Limitations.    See  LnnTATioN  op  Actions. 

STATUTES. 

Constitutionality.  See  Constitutional  Law,  1.  4-6.  Cobpobations, 
2.  Drains,  1,  3.  Elections.  Railroads,  1-9.  States,  6. 
Witnesses,  5. 

Fartial  invalidity:  Effect,    See  Railroads,  6,  9. 

Construction.  See  Banks  and  Banking.  Cigarettes.  Corpora- 
tions, 17, 19,  21.  Discovery,  1,  6.  Drains,  1-3.  Ejectment,  2. 
Execution,  1,  2.  Guardians  ad  Litem,  1-6.  Hiohwats,  5,  6,  15. 
Judges.  Jury,  1.  Limitatio:*^  or  Actions.  Mines,  1-4.  Offi- 
cers. Perpetuities.  Physicians  and  Surgeons.  Policemen's 
Pension  Fund.  Railroads,  5,  11,  12,  20,  24."  States,  4,  5. 
Trial,  10.    Wills,  3.    Witnesses,  1,  2. 

1.  In  case  A  an  ambiguous  law  being  executed  by  administrative 

officers  as  having  a  particular  meaning  which  is  reasonable, 
such  practical  construction  is  entitled  to  more  or  less  weight, 
according  to  circumstances,  in  determining  the  Intent  of  the 
lawmakers.    State  ex  rel.  Bash  ford  v.  Frear,  536 

2.  In  case  of  such  practical  construction  obtaining  uninterruptedly 

for  a  very  long  period,  particularly  so  long  as  fifty  years,  it  is 
entitled  to  controlling  weight  in  determining  the  Intent  of  the 
lawmakers.  Ibid. 

Amendment.    See  Policemen's  Pension  Fund. 

Statutes  of  other  states:  Presumption.  See  Corporations,  12.  Evi- 
dence, 8  9 

STATUTES  CITED,  ETa 

(S^e  page  xxviii,  following  Cases  Cited.) 

Stipulation  as  to  costs,  etc.    See  Trusts  and  Trustees,  2. 
Stock  and  Stockholders.    See  Corporations,  3-16. 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 

Negligence:  Injury  to  passengers. 

1.  Findings  that  the  controller  on  an  electric  car  was  defective  and 
out  of  repair  at  the  time  of  an  accident  causing  injury  to  a 
passenger,  that  the  company  had  knowledge  or  ought  to  have 
known  of  such  defective  condition,  and  that  "such  negligence" 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  do  not  amount  to  a  find- 
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Ing  of  negligence,  in  the  absence  of  any  finding  that  the  defect 
had  existed  for  such  length  of  time  that  the  company  might 
have  repaired  it  before  the  accident.  Gay  v.  Milwaukee  E.  R, 
d  L.  Co.        .....     ...  348 

2.  An  affirmative  answer  to  the  disjunctive  question.  Did  the  de- 

fendant know  or  ought  it  to  have  known  of  the  defective  condi- 
tion of  the  controller?  is  not  a  sufficient  finding  of  either  fkct 

Ibid. 

3.  An  inference  of  negligence  arising,  under  the  doctrine  of  res  ipsa 

loquitur,  from  the  explosion  or  blowing  out  of  the  controller 
on  an  electric  street  car  is  held  to  have  been  met  and  overcome 
in-  this  case  by  evidence  showing,  among  other  things,  that  such 
an  accident  might  happen  without  any  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  street  railway  company.  Ilnd, 

Same:  Injury  to  person  crossing  track:  Contributory  negligence, 

4.  In  an  action  for  Injuries  sustained  in  a  collision  between  plaint- 

iff's laundry  sleigh  and  a  street  car  it  is  heldy  upon  the  evidence, 
that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  plaintiff  was  negli- 
gent.   Grimm,  v.  Milwaukee  E,  R.  <£  L.  Co.  44 

5.  A  person  about  to  cross  the  track  of  a  street  railway  must,  as  in 

the  case  of  a  steam  railroad,  look  and  listen  for  approaching 
cars;  but  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two  cases,  in  that 
the  person  wishing  to  cross  the  street  railway  track  in  advance 
of  an  approaching  car  has  the  right  of  way  and  may  proceed 
without  being  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  if,  calculating 
reasonably  from  the  standpoint  of  a  person  of  ordinary  care 
and  intelligence  so  circumstanced,  he  has  sufficient  time,  pro- 
ceeding reasonably,  to  clear  the  track  without  interfering  with 
the  movement  of  the  car,  assuming  that  it  is  moving  at  a  rea- 
sonable and  lawful  rate  of  speed — ^provided,  however,  that  if. 
In  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  the  person  about  to  cross  can 
see  that  the  car  is  approaching  at  an  unlawful  or  unusual 
speed,  he  must  take  that  fact  into  consideration  in  deciding 
whether  there  is  time  for  him  to  safely  clear  the  track.       Ibid. 

Streets:  Defects:  Personal  injuries:  Notice.  See  Limit atiow  of 
Actions. 

SuBcoNTRAOTORS.    See  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

SuiDfONs:  Service:  Return:  Proof  of  falsity.    See  Process. 

Supplemental  Compi^int.    See  Pleading,  1. 

Supreme  Court.    See  Appeal  and  Error.    Courts.    Judobs. 

Suretyship.    See  Corporations,  21.    Principal  and  Surety. 

Surrender  of  land  condemned.    See  Railroads,  10,  11. 

Survival  of  cause  of  action.     See  Abatement  and  Revival,  1. 

Judgment,  6. 
Taxation  of  allowances.    See  Guaboians  ad  Litem,  6^ 
Taxpayer's  Action.    See  Courts.  •   " 

TELEGRAPHS  AND  TELEPHONES. 

A  stipulation  against  responsibility  of  a  telegraph  company  for 
negligence  in  transmitting  or  delivering  a  message  is  contrary 
to  the  public  policy  of  this  state,  declared  both  in  judicial  de- 
cisions and  in  sec.  1778,  Stats.  (1898);  and  in  an  action  in  the 
courts  of  this  state  based  on  such  negligence  a  stipulation  of 
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that  sort  is  not  available  as  a  defense,  even  though  It  v^as 
valid  in  the  state  where  the  contract  was  made  and  valid  in 
the  state  where  the  message  was  to  he  delivered  and  where  the 
tort  In  falling  to  deliver  it  promptly  was  committed.  Fox  v. 
Postal  T.'O.  Co.  ,  ,  -,  648 

Tendeb  of  rescission.    See  Saucs,  7. 

TncBEB  standing  on  land  sold:  Removal:  Time.  See  Vbnix>b  and 
Purchases,  4-7. 

Title  to  land.  See  Appeal.  6.  CoimsAcrs,  10.  Deeds.  Ejectment. 
Execution.  Highways,  4,  7-10.  Pekpetuities.  Towns.  1.  2. 
Yjbndob  and  Pubohassb.    Watebs.    Wills,  1--6. 

TOWNS.  • 

See  Highways. 

1.  A  petition  of  freeholders,  emanating  from  an  association  which 

owned  a  hall  and  the  lots  upon  which  it  stood,  asking  submis- 
sion to  the  electors  of  tiie  question  of  raising  a  certain  sum  to 
buy  "a  one-half  interest  in  the  hall,"  means,  prima  facie,  an 
undivided  one-half  interest  in  the  building  and  in  the  grounds 
on  which  it  stands,  free  from  incumbrances.  Rolling  v.  Wunder- 
lich,  667 

2.  The  chairman  of  a  town  board,  who  was  also  an  officer  of  an 

association  owning  a  hall  and  the  land  on  which  it  stood,  pre- 
sented to  the  town  clerk  a  petition  of  freeholders  asking  sub- 
mission to  the  electors  of  the  question  of  raising  money  to  buy 
a  half  interest  in  such  hall.  This  petition  was  not  filed  nor 
the  notices  given  a  sufficient  time  before  the  town  meeting,  but 
the  proposition  was  carried  at  such  meeting.  The  chairman, 
acting  both  for  the  association  and  for  the  town,  procured  a 
town  order  for  the  amount  to  be  paid,  receipted  for  it  as  an 
officer  of  the  association,  and  delivered  it  to  the  association 
without  requiring  any  conveyance  from  the  association  to  the 
town,  and  thereafter,  as  a  creditor  of  the  association,  had  the 
order  transferred  to  him  and  obtained  the  money  thereon.  Held, 
that  his  dereliction  In  duty  as  a  town  officer  in  failing  to  obtain 
the  conveyance,  combined  with  the  defects  in  the  proceedings, 
rendered  him  liable  to  the  town  for  the  return  of  the  money, 
with  interest  IMd. 

S.  A  resolution  adopted  at  town  meeting  Instructing  the  town  offi- 
cers to  start  an  action  against  two  persons  named  unless  sat- 
isfaction as  to  a  certain  matter  was  obtained,  was  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  action  against  one  or  both  of  such  persons.     Ibid, 

Tbansactions  with  persons  since  deceased.  See  Constitutional 
Law,  4.   Witnesses,  1,  2. 

TRIAL. 

In  criminal  actions.    See  Cbiminal  Law  and  Pbacticb. 

Determination  of  questions  of  fact  arising  on  motions.    See  Motions. 

Procuring  jurors:  Special  venire.    See  Juby. 

Reception  of  evidence:  Striking  out  answers. 

L  It  is  not  error  to  strike  out  the  answer  of  a  witness  which  is  not 
responsive  to  the  question.    Chase  v.  Woodruff,  641 
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Questions  for  jury.    See  Appeal,  9.    Biagtrigitt,  4.    Negugence, 

2,  5.    Railboads,  5,  6.    Street  Railways,  4. 

Instructions  to  jury.    See  Appeal,  6.    CBncwAL  Law,  11-19.    Em- 

BEZzr.EnrEXT,  4,  6.     Hiohwats,  7-10,  14,  15.     Instkucttons  to 

•    Jury.    Neolige>'cb,  1.    Railroads,  18.   Rapb,  4,  5,  7,  9. 

2.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  requested  instructions  relating  to- 

matters  sufficiently  covered  by  the  general  charge.    Mill>r^h  v. 

State,  ,      354 

8.  Same  point.    Ryan  «.  Othkosh  G.  L.  Co.  "      466 
4.  An  instruction,  relative  to  admissions  testified  to  as  having  been 

made  by  certain  of  plaintiff's  witnesses  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, to  the  effect  that  such  admissions  are  considered  in  law 
as  the  weakest  kind  of  evidence,  is  held,  even  if  not  giving 
fully  the  law  on  the  subject,  not  to  have  been  prejudicial  to 
defendant.  If  more  specijac  instructions  were  desired  by  de> 
fendant  they  should  have  been  requested.  Maxwell  v.  Welling- 
ton, 607 
6.  Language  of  the  trial  court,  after  giving  inatructions  requested 
by  the  parties,  '^ow,  I  will  come  back  to  my  own  instructions/' 
is  disapproved  but  held  not  prejudicial  error.                       Ihid, 

SpeciaJ  verdict.  See  ELECTRicrrr,  1-3.  Featjd,  7.  Highways,  13. 
Negligence,  5.    Railroads,  15.    Street  Railways,  1,  2. 

6.  Questions  for  a  special  verdict  need  not  cover  mere  evidentiary 

matters,  nor  is  there  ordinarily  any  necessity  for  reciting  evi- 
dentiary facts  therein.    Palmer  v.  Schultz,  455 

7.  Plaintiff's  intestate  having  been  killed  by  falling  through  an  open 

space  in  a  viaduct,  a  question  for  special  verdict,  "Was  the  con- 
dition of  such  open  space  obvious  to  a  traveler  on  foot  crossing 
the  viaduct  from  the  east  side  toward  such  opening,  exercising 
ordinary  care?"  is  held  to  have  fairly  submitted  the  phase  of 
contributory  negligence  sought  to  be  covered  by  a  question  pro- 
posed by  defendant,  'IJnder  the  conditions  as  to  lights,  barriers, 
guard  rails,  etc.,  surrounding  or  adjacent  to  the  open  space,  .  .  . 
was  such  opening  obvious,"  etc.?  Ibid. 

8  So,  also,  the  question  "Was  such  open  space  properly  guarded  at 
the  time  of  the  injury?"  accompanied  by  a  charge  fully  defin- 
ing defendant's  duty  to  maintain  suitable  guards,  fairly  sub- 
mitted the  issue,  and  It  was  not  error  not  to  submit  a  proposed 
question,  "Did  the  defendant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  care  in 
leaving  the  opening  ...  in  the  condition  as  to  lights,  barriers, 
guard  rails,  etc.,  in  which  it  was  left,"  etc?  IJ>id. 

9.  So,  also,  intoxication  of  the  deceased  on  the  night  in  question 

was  a  mere  evidentiary  fact  tending  to  establish  contributory 
negligence,  and  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury  by  a  general 
question  on  the  subject  of  such  negligence,  accompanied  by 
proper  instruction.  Ibid. 

10.  Under  sec.  2858m,  Stats.  (Laws  of  1907,  ch.  846),  omission  to  sub- 
mit any  controverted  question  in  the  special  verdict  is  not 
ground  for  reversal  if  there  was  no  specific  request  for  such 
sulMi\iseion.  A  finding  thereon  in  conformity  with  the  judg^ 
nient  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  by  the  court,  and  if 
the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  sustain  such  finding  it  will  not  be 
disturbed.    Bratz  v.  Stark,  599 

Findings  of  fact  hy  court.  See  Appbal^  8.  Judokent,  7-9.  Motions. 
Trial,  10. 
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TROVER  AND  CONVERSION. 

See  CoBPOBATioNB,  9, 10.    Embezzleicent. 

A  verdict  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  converted  to 
his  own  use  corporate  stock  delivered  to  him  hy  defendant  is 
held  to  he  sustained,  although  there  was  conflict  and  confusion 
in  the  evidence  as  to  the  agreement  under  which  it  was  deliv- 
ered and  as  to  plaintiff's  refusal  to  return  it.  Rosenberg  v.  Mc- 
Kinney,  381 

'    TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

See  Discoveut,  8.    Embezzlement,  4.    Guabdians  at  Litem.    Peb- 
FKTUITIE8.    Wills,  3. 

1.  Generally  speaking,  it  is  Improper  for  a  court  to  adjudge  or  order 

paid  out  of  trust  funds  the  expenses  of  litigation  of  a  defeated 
party  respecting  such  fund  except  to  the  extent  of  his  interest 
in  the  fund.    Will  of  McNaughton,  179 

2.  In  general,  representatives  of  owners  of  a  trust  fund  have  no 

authority  to  stipulate  away  the  subject  of  the  trust  in  payment 
of  costs  and  expenses  of  litigation  respecting  the  fund,  and  any 
such  stipulation  should  not  be  recognized  by  the  court  as  a 
basis  for  an  order  or  judgment  Ihid. 

8.  Without  plain  legislative  authority  a  trust  fund  should  not,  in 
any  case,  be  depleted  to  pay  the  expenses  of  litigation  in  re- 
spect thereto  of  a  person  who  has  no  Interest  therein.         Ibid. 

4.  The  legislature  may  make  reasonable  regulations  for  compensat- 

ing out  of  a  trust  fund  a  representative,  such  as  a  guardian 
ad  litem  of  an  infant,  required  to  be  made  a  party  to  litigation, 
for  his  services  and  necessary  expenditures,  regardless  of 
whether  the  Infant  has  any  interest  in  such  fund.  Ibid. 

5.  Compensation  for  services  of  a  judicial  assistant,  such  as  a  guard- 

ian ad  litem,  in  the  conservation  of  a  trust  fund,  should  be 
limited  to  the  reasonable  value  of  somewhat  similar  services  in 
official  life.  Ibid, 

Undue  Influence.    See  Insurance,  4. 

Usee.    See  Hiqhways,  4,  7,  9,  10. 

Value.    See  Evidence,  11.    Railhoads,  14-18. 

Vabiancb.     See  Contbacts,  11,  13.     Indictment  and  Infdbmation. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER  OP  LANE 

See  Contbacts,  10.    Ejectment,  2.    Moktoaqes,  2,  3.    Towns,  1,  2. 

Watebs. 

1,  A  land  contract  and  a  deed  made  In  execution  thereof,  in  both 

of  which  the  words  "excepted"  and  "reserved"  were  used  inter- 
changeably with  respect  to  timber  on  the  land,  are  construed 
as  showing  an  Intention  of  the  parties  that  such  timber  should 
be  excepted  from  the  conveyance,  and  it  is  held,  therefore,  that 
the  title  thereto  remained  In  the  grantor.  Western  L,  d  O,  Co.  v. 
Copper  River  L,  Co.  404 

2.  Under  a  land  contract  and  a  subsequent  deed  in  pursuance  there- 

of the  real  transfer  of  title  takes  place  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, at  least  in  case  of  part  payment  of  the  consideration,  and 
the  deed  when  made  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  contract. 

Jbid^ 
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8.  Where  in  such  case  the  deed  Is  made  by  a  transferee  of  the  rights 
of  the  original  vendor  subject  to  the  land  contract  and,  as  to 
the  right  to  cut  and  remove  timber  excepted  from  the  grant,  ex- 
pressly refers  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract,  such 
terms  and  conditions  control  that  right  Ibid. 

4.  Where  otherwise  the  result  would  be  unreasonable  or  absurd,  a 

mere  agreement  in  a  land  contract  to  remove  within  a  certain 
time  standing  timber'  which  is  to  be  excepted  from  the  convey- 
ance may  be  construed  to  Include  a  further  agreement  that 
failure  to  so  remove  the  timber  shall  be  deemed  a  breach  of  a 
condition  subsequent  and  divest  the  vendor  of  his  title  thereto. 

Ihid. 

5.  So  held  as  to  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  land  for 

the  known  purpose  of  colonization  and  sale  in  small  parcels 
to  settlers,  where  no  right  of  actual  occupancy  and  use  could 
be  transferred  to  such  settlers  so  long  as  timber  belonging  to 
the  original  vendor  remained  on  the  parcels  purchased  by  them. 

Ibid. 

6.  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  37,000  acres  of  land  excepting  the 

standing  timber,  an  agreement  by  the  vendor  to  remove  all  of 
such  timber  at  a  definite  rate  was  followed  by  a  provision  rec- 
ognizing failure  to  do  so  as  within  contemplation.  Upon  the 
evidence  as  to  the  situation  of  the  parties,  it  is  held  that,  while 
removal  of  the  timber  was  a  condition  subsequent,  yet  it  was 
the  evident  intention  of  the  parties  that  there  should  be  some 
period  of  grace  during  which  the  failure  of  strict  performance 
should  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  vendor's  title  to  the  timber; 
and  such  period  nol  being  specified,  the  vendor  was  entitled  to 
a  reasonable  time,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  for  re- 
moval of  the  timber  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  expressly 
stipulated.  Ibid, 

7.  In  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  land  to  a  company  for 

colonization  purposes  the  timber  was  excepted  and  the  vendor 
agreed  to  pay  the  taxes  until  all  the  timber  had  been  removed 
or  until  a  tract  or  tracts  should  be  sold  or  contracted  by  the 
purchaser  to  third  persons.  Held,  that  assignment  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  purchaser  to  another  company  was  not  such  a  sale 
of  a  tract  or  tracts  as  relieved  the  vendor  from  payment  of 
taxes.  Ibid. 

Venire.    See  Jubt. 

Verdict.    See  Trial,  6-10. 

Vested  Rights.    See  Constitutional  Law,  2-4. 

Veterans'  Home:  Discharge  of  inmate.    See  Corporations,  17,  18. 

Voting  corporate  stock:  Right  of  pledgor.    See  Cobpobations,  3,  4.* 

Waiver. 

Of  strict  performance.    See  Contracts,  8.    Insurance,  6. 

Of  right  to  relief  against  mistake.    See  Contracts,  10,  18,  14. 

Of  security,  etc.    See  Principal  and  Surety. 

Of  right  to  have  prosecution  elect  as  to  particular  act  relied  on. 
See  Rape,  8. 

Of  right  to  rescind.    See  Sales,  4,  6. 

Of  defects  in  tender  of  rescission.    See  Sales,  7. 

Of  right  to  more  specific  instructions.    See  Trial,  4. 
Warrant  or  Attorney.    See  Judgment,  2,  3. 


Wis.] 


INDEX  738 


WATERS. 


1.  A  lock  Is  held  to  have  constituted  a  part  of  a  canal  and  to  have 

been  included  in  a  conveyance  thereof,  though  not  specifically 
mentioned.    Winnebago  Paper  MilU  v.  Kimberly-Clark  Co,    425 

2.  The  rights  of  the  parties  under  such  conveyance  are  to  be  deter- 

mined as  of  the  date  thereof,  and  the  subsequent  filling  up  of 
the  qanal  or  lock  could  not  operate  to  divest  the  title  acquired. 

Ibid. 

8.  A  conveyance  of  a  dam  and  mill  races  or  canals  and  the  water 
power  furnished  by  the  dam,  reciting  that  it  was  intended  there- 
by to  convey  the  entire  interest  of  the  grantor  in  all  said  prop- 
erty, carried  the  grantor's  title  to  the  fee  of  the  bed  and  banks 
of  the  canals.  Including  a  lock,  and  not  a  mere  easement  to  use 
the  same  for  water-power  purposes;  and  upon  discontinuance 
of  the  use  of  the  lock  it  did  not  revert  to  the  grantor.        Ibid, 

What  constitutea  a  loill:  Deed  conveying  land:  Delivery. 

1.  An  Instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  plain  and  unambiguous  on 

its  face,  conveying  a  present  Interest  in  land  and  unexplained 
by  any  contemporaneous  writing  of  a  testamentary  character, 
cannot  be  held  to  be  a  will.    Dexter  v.  Witte,  74 

2.  Thus,  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  conveying  land  in 

trust,  with  power  to  sell,  lease,  or  mortgage  the  same,  and  di- 
recting distribution  of  the  proceeds  among  certain  descendants 
of  the  grantor,  which  had  been  intrusted  by  the  grantor,  during 
her  last  illness,  to  a  third  person,  to  be  kept  by  him  with  other 
papers  for  her,  but  with  instructions  to  deliver  it  to  the  grantee 
in  case  she  did  not  recover  from  such  illness,  and  which  had, 
after  her  death,  been  handed  by  said  third  person  to  the  grantee, 
is  held  not  to  have  been  delivered  so  as  to  be  valid  as  a  deed, 
and  not  to  be  a  will.  Ibid. 

Construction, 

3.  A  testatrix  devised  the  future  rents  and  profits  of  lands  to  her 

father  during  his  life;  at  his  death  to  her  brother  and  three 
sisters  and  survivor  of  them  for  life;  and  after  the  death  of 
the  last  survivor  the  lands  to  be  sold  apd  the  proceeds  divided 
among  the  children  of  the  persons  la^  named  and  her  half 
brothers  and  sisters,  children  of  her  father,  who  should  be  sur- 
viving at  that  time.  There  was  no  devise  in  trust  and  nothing 
In  the  will  to  bring  it  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  2081,  Stats. 
(1898).    Held: 

(1)  The  will  did  not  create  any  trust. 

(2)  The  disposition  so  made  of  the  rents  and  profits  Is,  under 
sec.  2060,  Stats.  (1898),  to  be  governed  by  the  rules  in  relation 
to  future  estates  In  land. 

(3)  The  future  estate  attempted  to  be  given  to  the  brother 
and  sisters  is  void  under  sees.  2038,  2039,  Stats.  (1898),  since 
under  the  terms  of  the  will  the  property  could  not  be  sold  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  five  lives  in  being  at  the  creation  of  the 
estate. 

(4)  The  estate  attempted  to  be  devised  to  the  nephews,  nieces, 
etc.,  of  the  testatrix  is  a  contingent  future  estate,  since  the  per- 
sons to  whom  it  is  limited  must  remain  uncertain  until  the 
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ceasing  of  the  precedent  estate.  Such  estate  would  also  offend 
against  sees.  2038,  2039. 

(5)  No  part  of  the  devise  can  be  upheld.    Will  of  Adelman, 

120 

4.  A  will  gave  to  the  testator's  widow  and  his  two  sons,  each  a  one- 
third  interest  In  the  residue  of  the  estate.  A  codicil  provided 
that  one  son  "buy  out  and  pay  off  the  others  to  the  extent  of 
their  shares  so  that"  he  "will  be  the  owner  of  the  home  farm 
which  I  [testator]  value  at  about  $6,000."  Held,  that  the  cod- 
icil did  not  cut  down  the  gift  first  made,  but  was  precatory  only. 
Moore  v.  Moore,  602 

6.  A  provision  of  a  will  is  not  to  be  so  constmed  as  to  cut  down  a 
gift  made  in  positive  and  clear  terms  in  a  prior  provision  unless 
it  does  so  by  the  use  of  words  definite  in  meaning  and  In  posi- 
tive terms  expressive  of  such  an  intent.  Ibid. 

Costs  on  contest  hetiveen  legatees.    See  Costs,  1. 
Wisconsin  State  Boabd  of  Medical  Examiners.    See  Physicians 
AND  Surgeons.  ^  ,  ,. 

Wisconsin  Veterans'  Home:  Discharge  of  Inmate.  See  Ck>BP0iuL- 
TIONS,  17,  18. 

WITNESSES. 

Competency.    See  Constitutionai*  Law,  4. 

1.  Ch.  197,  Laws  of  1907,  respecting  the  competency  of  officers  of  a 

corporation  to  testify,  deals  with  the  status  when  the  i>erson  is 
offered  as  a  witness.    Will  of  McNaughton,  179 

2.  A  defendant  In  ejectment  was  incompetent,  under  sec.  4069,  Stats. 

(1898),  to  testify  that  at  a  certain  time  he  saw  the  deed  under 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  In  the  possession  of  the  grantor, 
where  he  obtained  such  Information  in  a  transaction  with  said 
grantor,  since  deceased.  In  which  the  deed  was  shown  to  him 
by  the  grantor  for  the  purpose  of  examination.  Woodruff  «. 
Chase,  641 

^Qualification  to  give  opinions.    See  Evidence,  13.' 

Examination.    See  TeIxU.,  1. 

3.  Upon  redirect  examination  of  a  witness  anything  fairly  explana- 

tory of  that  which  was  drawn  out  on  crosft^xaininatlon  Is 
proper.    Jacohsen  v.  Whitely,  434 

4.  Independent  of  statute  a  party  has  the  right  to  examine  a  hostile 

or  adverse  witness,  and  It  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
trial  court  whether  questions  In  the  nature  of  croes-examination 
shall  be  allowed.    Ryan  v,  Oshkosh  G.  L.  Co,  466 

15.  Whether  sec.  4068,  Stats.  (Laws  of  1907,  ch.  271),— -providing  that 
any  agent  or  employee  of  a  corporation  which  Is  a  party  may 
be  examined  upon  the  trial  as  if  under  cross-examination,  at 
the  instance  of  the  adverse  party, — ^Is  valid,  not  determined.] 

Ibid. 

Impeachment.    See  CbiminaIi  Law,  8. 

6.  Evidence  to  impeach  defendant  as  a  witness  was  properly  ad- 
mitted where  a  foundation  for  it  was  laid  by  showing  that  the 
witnesses  based  their  conclusions  upon  their  knowledge  of  his 
general  reputation  among  those  with  whom  he  resided,  and  the 
inquiry  was  restricted  to  whether,  in  view  of  defendant's  gen- 
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eral  reputation  for  truth  and  yeraclty,  the  witnesses  would  be- 
lieve him  under  oath.    Duffy  v.  Radke,  38 

7.  A  witness  for  the  state  had  written  an  account  of  the  crime  for 
a  newspaper,  but  testified  that  it  was  not  published  as  he  wrote 
It  This  testimony  was  not  contradicted.  Defendants  offered 
in  evidence  the  published  article  (which  was  claimed  to  give  a 
very  distorted  account  of  the  affair)  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
bias  on  the  part  of  the  witness  and  of  otherwise  impeaching 
his  testimony.  Held  that,  in  view  of  the  uncontradicted  testi- 
mony that  the  article  was  not  published  as  written,  it  was  prop- 
erly excluded.  Vogel  v.  State,  315 
"Words  and  Phrases. 

Affent,  in  contract    See  Corporations,  21.  * 

^     Contracted,  in  land  contract    See  Vendor  and  Purohasbb,  7. 

Crevice,  in  statute.    See  Mines,  1,  4. 

Debt,  in  constitution.    See  States,  4. 

Deliver,  delivery.  In  contract    See  Sales,  2. 

Deposit  of  money,  in  statute.    See  Banks  and  Bankino,  1.  4,  6. 

Discovery,  in  statute.    See  Mines,  3,  4. 

Encroachment,  in  statute.    See  Highways,  5. 

Error,  in  statute.    See  Physicians  and  Suroeons,  1. 

Excepted,  in  deed.    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

Felloio-servant,    See  Master  and  Servaxtt,  10. 

Bis  term  of  office,  in  constitution.    See  Judges,  2,  3. 

Injured,  injury,  in  statute.    See  PoLicEiCEN's  Pension  Fund. 

Insolvent,  in  statute.    See  Banks  and  Banking,  8-11. 

Interest  in  a  hall,  in  petition.    See  Towns,  1. 

Judicial,  In  constitution.    See  States,  7. 

Lock,  in  deed-    See  Waters,  1. 

Money,,  in  statute.    See  Banks  and  Banking,  1. 

Obstruction,  in  statute.    See  Highways,  5,  6. 

Ordinary  care.    See  Negligence,  1. 

Person,  in  constitution.    See  Corporations,  2. 

Physician,  in  statute.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  2. 

Procured,  in  charge  to  Jury.    See  Rape,  6.  • 

Range,  in  statute.    See  Mines,  1,  4. 

Reputable,  in  statute.    See  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  8. 

Reserved,  in  deed.    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

Risk  or  hazard  peculiar  to  the  operation  of  railroads,  in  statute. 
See  Railroads,  24. 

Bold  or  contracted,  in  land  contract.    See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  7. 

Term  of  office,  in  constitution.    See  Officers. 

Unsafe  or  insolvent.  In  statute.    See  Banks  and  Bankino»  8-11. 
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